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TO 


HIS  BOYAL  HIGHNESS 


THE 


IP2BItSf(gi&  IBIg(BI£Sf!P< 


Sir, 

THE  remembrance  of  the  attention  and 
regard  with  which  Your  Royal  Highness  conde- 
scended to  honour,  during  the  latter  years  of  his 
life,  the  Author  of  the  following  Tracts,  first 
suggested  to  my  mind  the  wish  of  introducing, 
under  the  sanction  of  Your  High  Patronage,  the 
present  edition  of  them  to  the  publick. 

This  wish  received  additional  strength  from 
the  reflection,  that  the  republication  of  the  Tracts, 
being  intended  as  an  antidote  to  the  dissemina- 
tion  of  false  doctrine,  the  success  of  the  design 
WQuld  be  greatly  promoted,  were  the  work  to 


iy  DEDICATION. 

appear  under  the  immediate  auspices  of  Him, 
whom  the  Church  of  England  looks  upon  as  her 
legitimate  Protector. 

The  ready  and  condescending  manner,  in 
which  Your  Royal  Highness  hath  been  gracious- 
ly pleased  to  accede  to  the  petition  expressive  of 
my  wish,  affords  to  the  Church  of  England,  at  a 
crisis,  when  "  those  who  hate  her  wrongfully  are 
many  in  number  and  mighty"  the  high  consola- 
tion, that  she  finds  in  You  what  she  hath  ever 
found  in  your  Illustrious  Father,  not  merely  a 
nominal,  but  a  real  Defender  of  her  Faith— while 
the  personal  honour  conferred  upon  myself,  and 
tlie  expressions  of  regard  with  which  Your  Royal 
Highness  has  been  pleased  to  speak  of  the  me- 
mory of  the  late  Bishop  of  St.  Asaph,  must  ever 
be  remembered  with  a  sense  of  the  deepest  gra- 
titude, and  with  feelings  of  unfeigned  loyalty  and 
zealous  attachment  to  Your  Royal  Person,  by 

His  Majesty's, 
and  your  Rotai.  Highnesses 
faithful  Subject  and  Servant^ 

HENEAGE  HORSLEY. 

Jhmdeff 

90ih  March,  nV2. 


THE 


EDITOR'S 


IPIBIS!P^(SIB. 


IN  the  interval^  between  the  time  of  Dr*  Priestley's  emi» 
gration  to  America  and  the  death  of  Bishop  Horsleyf  the 
exertions  of  the  Unitarians  appear  to  have  lost  much  of  their 
wonted  activity.  **  The  patriarch  of  the  sect  (strange  result 
of  victory^  had  fled;  and  the  oracles  and  orators  of  Binning^ 
ham  and  Essex-Street  were  dumb  ;  or  if  they  spoke,  spoke 
only  to  be  disregarded."*  No  sooner,  however,  had  happened 
the  melancholy  event  which  deprived  the  church  of  England 
of  one  of  her  most  able  champions,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
released  the  Unitarians  from  the  fears  which  diey  had  justly 
entertained  of  their  indefatigable  opponent,  than  the  party 
again  ventured  forth  from  their  hiding  places*  The  columns 
of  the  daily  papers,  were  once  more  filled  with  their  speeches 
at  publick  meetings,  and  the  press  again  groaned  under  their 
pamphlets.  At  a  meeting  of  the  friends  to  the  Unitarian 
fund,  held  at  the  London  Tavern,  immediately  after  the 
rejection  of  Lord  Sidmouth's  bill  in  1811,  one  orator  insisted 
upon  the  necessity  of  diffusing  the  advantages  of  the  Unita- 
rian system  among  the  poor ;  another  suggested  the  propriety 
of  instituting  an  academy  for  students  between  18  and  26 
years  of  age  ;  and  a  third,  to  raise  the  spirits  of  the  party  to 


*  See   the  BidM>p  of  Rochester's  Charge  to  the  Clergy  of  his  Diocese  in  the 
year  ISOO. 
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^^^jcK  pitch  of  hope,  did  not  scruple  Co  decUre,that  sd 
hr  £roai  Socinianitm  not  becomiog  the  religion  of  the 
jtt-roie,  he  expected  to  live  to  see  the  day,  when,  bv  means  of 
among  them,  and  through  the  endeavours  ot  the  So- 
izz's  friend,  Mr.  Joseph  Lancaster}  Roman  Catholickft 
voald  become  ff>od  Unitarians.*  Glorious  arra,  when  all 
errc-cs  la  tiith  shall  be  for  ever  done  away  and  abolished,  by 
ibt  joint  exertions  of  Sodnian  3Iissionaries,  and  Mr»  Josepst 

La..vCA<T£2  ! 

fhi  aaor  aans  cn^  pahtcrqiie  ia  bcIU  mebiat. 


To  give  reality  to  such  delightful  hopes,  the  activity  and 
zeal  of  the  writers  of  the  party,  corresponded  with  the  vaunt* 
iBg  language  of  their  orators.  A  bold  endeavour  to  over- 
turn the  faith  of  the  Christian  world,  was  first  made,  by  the 
publicadoo  of  an  improved  version  of  the  New  Testament^ 
with  a  ccrrected  text,  and  notes  critical  and  explanatory ;  in 
which  every  text  relative  to  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord,  is  either 
expunged  as  a  Trinitarian  interpolation,  or  its  genuine  sense 
frittered  away  by  some  allegorical  or  figurative  interpretation* 
This  daring  attempt,  was  quickly  followed  up  by  a  work  on 

THK    SCXIFTUXE    DjCTRIVE    COWCERWING    THE    PERSON    OF 

Christ,  the  author  of  which  introduces  himself  to  the  notice 
cf  the  publick  in  the  attractive^  but  in  the  present  instance, 
miu^erfhie  dress  of  a  calm  inquirer ;  and  to  this  calm  inquiry 
he  afixes,  what  he  presumes  to  call,  a  review  of  the  controvei^ 
ST  between  Dr.  Horsley  and  Dr.  Priestly. 

Of  that  controversy,  the  part  of  which  Bishop  Horsley  was 
dK  author,  has  long  been  out  of  print ;  and  the  calm  iNqui* 
ILXR^  aware  of  this  fact,  has  not  scrupled  to  pervert  the  Bish^ 
c^*s  reaaomng,  by  partial  quoutions  and  prudent  omissions  ; 


1^  K^. 
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premiming^  perhaps^  on  the  scarcity  of  the  hookj  that  he  might 
escape  detection^  whilst  he  should  thus  destroy  the  authority 
of  the  greatest  modem  champtoa  of  the  Catholick  faith ! 

Under  these  circumstancesy  the  Editor  was  strongly  urged 

by  several  of  the  clergy  of  the  church  of  England,  as  well  as 

hy  many,  both  of  the  established  and  of  the  Episcopal  church 

in  the  country  in  which  he  now  resides,  to  reprint  the  Bishop's 

Tracts*     With  such  a  request  he  thought  it  his  duty  to  com* 

ply«  and  he  sent  an  intimation  of  his  intention  to  carry  the 

work  immediately  to  press,  to  the  British  Critic  for  October, 

1811.     At  the  time  when  he  made  that  communication,  he 

had  by  him  only  copies  of  the  l*racts  as  they  were  published 

in  separate  pamphlets  in  the  years  1783, 1784,  and  1786.     la 

each  of  these  pamphlets,  and  in   the  Editor's  copy  of  Dr. 

Priestley's   part   of  the  controversy,   he  found  numerous 

marginal  notes  in  the  Bishop's  hand  writing ;  and  this  led 

himf  somewhat  too  hastily  he  confesses,  to  state  that  he  was 

in  possession  of  new  matter  of  the  Bishop's,  and  to  promise 

the  publication  of  it.     But  when  he  came  to  compare  these 

marginsd  notes  with  the  copy  of  the  Tracts  published  by  the 

Bishop  himself  in  the  year  1789,  he  found  that  the  greater 

part  of  them  were  already  embodied  in  that  edition,  and 

that  in  the  substance  of  what  remained,  he  was  completely 

anticipated  by  Mr.  Edward  Nares,  Dr.  Laurence,  and 

Mr.  Rennel,  in  their  able  remarks  on  the  Unitarian  version 

of  the  New  Testament. 

When  offering  the  present  edition  of  the  Tracts  to  the 
publick,  the  Editor  found  himself  called  upon,  by  the  most 
imperious  sense  of  duty«  to  vindicate  the  character  of  the 
author  of  them,  from  the  foul  aspersions  cast  upon  it  by  an 
unfair  and  ungenerous  adversary.  That  the  task  might  have 
&llen  into  abler  hands,  no  one  is  more  ready  to  admit  thaa 
the  Editor  himself :  but  moderate  abilities  are  sufficient,  to 
vindicate  truth  against  error  and  palpable  misrepresentation ; 
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and  therefore  he  trustsy  that  the  vindication  in  the  Appendix 
will  be  found  complete. 

When  the  reader  shall  have  become  acquainted  with  the 
arts  of  controversy,  which  the  calm  inquirer  has  employed  to 
make  *^  the  worse  appear  the  better  argument,**  and  shall  have 
read  the  contemptuous  abuse  he  has  heaped  upon  the  head 
of  Bishop  Horsley  ;  when  the  object  of  that  abuse,  to  use  the 
Bishop's  emphatick  words,  was  gone  **to  those  unseen  abodes, 
where  the  din  of  controversy  and  the  din  of  war  are  equally 
unheard,"  he  ^ill  perhaps  think  that  he  has  discovered 
ANOTHER  PERSON  to  whom  the  terms  of  reproach,  which  in  the 
heat  of  debate  fell  from  the  pen  of  one  of  the  original  dispu- 
putants,  may  now  with  greater  propriety  be  applied,  a  falsi- 
fier OF  HISTORY,  and  A  DEFAXER  Of  THE  CHARACTER  OF 
THE  DEAD  ! 
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A  GENERAL  view  of  the  controversy  between  Dr* 
Priestley  and  the  Author  of  the  tracts  of  which  the  ensuing 
vcdume  is  composed,  may  not  be  unacceptable  to  such  of  its 
readers,  who,  for  want  of  leisure  or  of  opportunity,  or  perhaps 
of  curiosity,  to  peruse  the  pieces  on  either  side,  as  they  were 
first  successively  published  in  separate  pamphlets,  may  be 
supposed  to  be  as  yet  unacquainted  with  the  rise  and  progress^ 
and  with  the  present  state  of  the  dispute. 

In  the  year  1T83,  an  open  and  vehement  attack  was  made  by 
Dr.  Priestley,  upon  the  creeds  and  the  established  discipline 
of  every  church  in  Christendom,  in  a  work  in  two  volumes 
octavo,  entitled,  A  History  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christiamty. 
At  the  head  of  these,  the  author  placed  both  the  Catholick 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  and  the  Arian  notion  of  his 
pre*existence  in  a  nature  far  superior  to  the  human,  represent- 
ing die  Socinian  doctrine  of  his  mere  humanity  as  the  unan* 
imous  faith  of  the  first  Christians.  It  seemed  that  the  most 
effectual  preservative  against  the  intended  mischief  would  be, 
lo  destroy  the  writer's  credit  and  the  authority  of  his  name^ 
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which  the  fame  of  certain  lucky  discoveries  in  the  prosecu-* 
tion  of  physical  experiments  had  set  high  in  popular  esteem, 
by  proof  of  his  incompetency  in  every  branch  of  literature 
connected  with  his  present  subject,  of  which  the  work  itself 
afforded  evident  specimens  in  great  abundance.  For  this 
declared  purpose,  a  review  of  the  imperfections  of  his  work, 
in  the  first  part  relating  to  our  Lord's  divinity,  was  made  the 
"suhyect  of  a  Charge  delivered  to  the  Clergy  of  the  Archdea- 
conry of  St.  Alban's  the  spring  next  following  Dr.  Priestley's 
publication.  The  specimens  alleged,  of  the  imperfections  of 
the  work  and  the  incompetency  of  its  author,  may  be  reduced 
to  six  general  classes. — Instances  of  reasoning  in  a  circle  ; 
instances  of  quotations  misapplied  through  ignorance  of  the 
writer's  subject ;  instances  of  testimonies  pet  verted  by  artful 
and  forced  constructions  ;  instances  of  passages  in  the  Greek 
fathers  misinterpreted  through  ignorance  of  the  Greek  lan- 
guage ;  instances  of  passages  misinterpreted,  through  the 
same  ignorance,  driven  further  out  of  the  way  by  an  ignorance 
of  the  Platonick  philosophy  ;  instances  of  ignorance  of  the 
phraseology  of  the  earliest  ecclesiastical  writers*  This  dis- 
course was  received  by  the  venerable  body  to  which  it  was 
addressed,  with  marks  of  favour  and  approbation,  ever  to  be 
remembered  by  its  author  with  pride  and  satisfaction.  At 
their  request,  it  was  given  with  considerable  enlargement  to 
the  publick.  It  is  the  first  tract  in  the  present  collection.  The 
first  publication  of  this  discourse,  gave  no  small  alarm  to  the 
well-wishers  and  admirers  of  Dr.  Priestley's  doctrines.  Dn 
Priestley  however  kept  up  the  spirits  of  his  party,  by  pro- 
mising an  early  and  satisfactory  answer. 


Per  damnay  per  cedes,  ab  ipao 
Dooit  opes  animomque 


was  bis  vaunting  language.  He  predicted  that  he  should 
rise  more  illustrious  from  his  supposed  defeat ;  he  promised 
to  strengthen  the  evidence  of  his  favourite  opinion  by  the 
very  objectiona  that  had  been  raised  against  it ;  he  seemed  to 
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flatter  himself,  that  he  should  find  a  new  convert  in  his  anta^ 
onist  himself;  and  his  new  performance  had  scarcely  made  its 
appearance^  when  he  had  the  ridiculous  vanky  to  boast,  even 
in  print,  of  the  shame  and  remorse  with  which  he  was  confix 
dent  his  adversary  must  be  penetrated.  A  controversy  that 
was  in  the  meanwhile  going  on  upon  the  same  subjectf  be- 
tween Dr.  Priestley  and  the  Rev.  Mr.  Samuel  Badcock,  the 
author  of  a  learned  critique  upon  the  first  part  of  Dr.  Priest- 
ley's history,  inserted  in  the  Monthly  Keview  for  the  month 
of  June  1783,  gave  Dr.  Priestley  the  occasion  of  raising  these 
expectations  in  thp  public.  It  was  late  in  the  autumn  of  the 
same  year  (1783)  when  the  work  which  was  to  effect  these 
wonders,  appeared  in  the  form  of  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley^ 
These  Letters  gave  occasion  to  the  tract  which  i&  the  second 
in  this  collection^  entitled,  Letters  from  the  Archdeacon  of 
St.  AlbarCa  m  Reply,  to  Dr.  Priestley^  which  was  first  publish- 
ed in  the  summer  of  the  year  1784.  Dr.  Priestley,  in  his 
Letters^  expressed  a  gieat  desire  to  draw  his  adversary  into 
a  tedious  controversy  on  the  main  question,— ^he  article  of 
our  Lord's  Divinity.  His  adversary  knowing  that  question 
to  have  been  long  since  exhausted,  and  that  nothing  new  was 
to  be  said  on  either  side,  chose  in  his  Letters  in  Reply  to  ad- 
here closely  to  ht$  own  main  question*.  He  defended  his 
former  argument,  and  he  collected  new  specimens  from  Dr* 
Priestley's  new  publication!  of  his  utter  inability  to  throw 
light  upon  the  subjects  Thus  a  useless  and  endless  conten- 
tion upon  the  main  question  was  avoided^  but  many  discus- 
sions necessarily  arose  upon  secondary  points  more  or  less 
connected  with  it.  The  authority  of  the  writings  that  go 
under  the  name  of  the  apostolical  fathers— the  rise  of  the 
two  sects  of  the  Nazarenesand  the  Ebionites— the  difference 
between  the  two— and  the  difference  of  both  from  the  ortho- 
dox Hebrew  Christians— these  the  learned  reader  will  proba- 
hly  esteem  the  most  interesting  parts  of  the  whole  contro- 
versy ;  as,  on  the  other  hand,  he  will  certainly  judge  the  long 
dispute,  whether  the  word  Jews  means  Jews,  on  Dr.  Priest- 
ley's part  at  least)  to  be  the  most  frivolous.    In  these  Letters 
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in  Reply,  Dr.  Priesdey^s  antagonist  declared  himself  resolvedf 
to  give  no  answer  to  any  thing  that  Dr*  Priestley  might  find 
to  say  further  upon  the  subject.  A  declaration,  in  which  at 
the  time  he  was  much  in  earnest. 

Dr.  Priesdey^  mortified  to  find  that  his  Letters  had  failed  of 
the  expected  success ;  that  his  antagonist^  touched  with  no 
•hame,  with  no  remorse^  remained  unshaken  in  his  opinion  ; 
and  that  the  authority  of  his  own  opinion  was  still  set  at 
nought,  his  learning  disallowed,  his  ingenuity  in  argument 
impeached }  and  what  was  least  to  be  bom,-^finding  that  a 
haughty  churchman  ventured  incidentally  to  avow  his  senti- 
ments of  the  Divine  commission  of  the  Episcopal  ministryy 
and  presumed  to  question  the  authority  of  those  teachersi  who 
usurp  the  preacher's  office  without  any  better  warrant  than 
their  own  opinion  of  their  own  sufficiency, — ^lost  all  temper. 
A  second  set  of  Letters  to  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albania  ap* 
peared  in  the  autumn  of  the  year  1784,  in  which  all  profession 
of  personal  regard  and  civility  was  laid  aside.  The  charge 
of  insufficiency  in  the  subject  was  warmly  retorted,  and  the 
incorrigible  dignitary  was  taxed  with  manifest  misrepresen- 
tation of  his  adversary^  argument ;  with  injustice  to  the 
character  of  OrigeUf  whose  veracity  he  had  called  in  question; 
and  with  the  grossest  falsification  of  ancient  history.  He 
was  stigmatized,  in  short,  in  terms,  as  a  falsifier  of  history^ 
and  a  dtfamer  of  the  character  of  the  dead. 

Under  all  this  reproach,  he  continued  silent  almosteighteen 
months :  the  character  of  Origen  and  an  intricate  question  of 
ancient  history^  upon  which  the  charge  of  direct  falsification 
had  been  advanced  against  him,  were  indeed  the  only  points 
on  which  he  felt  the  least  desire  to  reply.  A  Sermon  on  the 
Jbicamation  preached  in  his  parish  church  of  St.  Mary  New- 
ington,  in  Surrey,  upon  the  feast  of  the  nativity,  in  the  year 
1T86,  which  is  the  third  tract  in  this  collection,  was  the  pre- 
lude to  a  renewal  of  the  contest  upon  his  side,  and  was  fol- 
lowed early  in  the  ensuing  spring  by  his  Remarks  on  Dr. 


FrkwikyU  Second  Letters  to  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban\ 
mth  Proofs  of  certain  facte  asserted  by  the  Archdeacon. 
ThU  tract  it  the  fourth  in  order  in  this  volume.  It  consistB 
of  two  parts*  The  first  is  a  collection  of  new  specimens  of 
Dr.  Priestley's  temerity  in  asserdoii.  The  second  defends 
the  attack  upon  the  character  of  Origen,  and  proves  die 
existence  of  a  body  of  Hebrew  Christians  at  iElia,  after  the 
time  of  Adrian^*-the  fact  upon  which  the  author's  good  faith 
had  been  so  loudly  amugned*  It  ako  contains  confirmation 
of  another  hct  which  had  been  incidentally  mentioned,— the 
decline  of  Calvinism  among  our  English  dissenters,  and  a 
chapter  on  the  general  spirit  of  Dr*  Priestley's  controversial 
writings.  With  this  publication,  he  again  promised  himself 
that  the  controversy  on  his  part  would  be  closed.  But  having 
at  last,  yielded  with  reluctance  to  the  solicitations  of  hia 
friends  to  republish  these  four  tracts  in  the  present  form,  he 
hath  taken  this  occasion  to  give  Dr.  Priestley's  Letters  a 
second  perusal ;  and  to  many  things  which  he  had  before  pas- 
sed unnoticed,  he  hath  now  repliedf  partly  in  notes  occasion- 
ally interspersed  in  the  former  tracts,  and  where  the  matter, 
arising  from  any  particular  question,  hath  turned  out  to  be 
more  than  could  be  conveniently  comprised  within  the  com- 
pass of  a  note,  in  Supplemental  Disquisitions  of  considerable 
length.  The  Remarks  upon  Dr.  Priestley's  Second  Letters, 
produced  a  third  set  of  Letters  from  Dr.  Priestley^  upon  the 
two  questions  of  Ori gen's  veracity  and  the  orthodox  Hebrews 
of  the  church  of  iElia.  These  too  are  answered,  partly  in 
notes  interspersed  in  the  Remarks,  and  partly  in  the  two 
last  Supplemental  Disquisitions^  which  in  all  are  six  in  num- 
ber. It  is  conceived,  that  nothing  of  any  consequence 
in  Dr.  Priestle3r's  three  sets  of  Letters  now  remains  unan- 
swered. The  author  indeed  is  well  aware,  that  Dr.  Priest- 
ley will  charge  him  with  one  capital  omission.—  That  he 
hath  taken  no  notice  of  any  thing  that  may  be  contained, 
relating  to  the  various  points  of  this  controversy,  in  Dr. 
Priestley's  History  of  Early  Opinions  concerning  Christ ; 
that  large  work|  in  four  volumes,  the  result  of  a  whole  two* 
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years  study  of  the  writers  of  antiquity,  which,  as  it  hath  beeo 
published  since  Dr.  Priestley's  last  Letters,  may  be  supposed 
to  contain  better  arg^mentsy  or  at  least  his  old  arguments  in 
a  better  form*  The  only  apology  to  be  made  is,  a  simple  de^ 
daration  of  the  truth.  Not  conceiving  himself  obliged  to 
engage  in  the  insipid  task  of  reading  so  Icmg  a  book,  witln 
out  better  hope  of  information  from  it  than  his  past  ex* 
perience  of  the  writer's  knowledge  on  the  subject  gives.  Dr. 
Priestley's  adversary  is  as  ignorant  of  the  contents  of  that 
work)  as  he  could  have  been  had  it  never  been  published.  It 
is  reported  indeed)  that  the  work,  whatever  may  be  its  merits, 
bath  a  very  slow  sale.  Of  consequence,  it  hath  found  but 
few  readers.  The  antagonist  of  Dr.  Priestley,  were  he  better 
acquainted  with  its  contents,  would  still  disdain  to  do  the 
office  of  the  midwife  for  this  laborious  birth.  He  would  not, 
by  an  unnecessary  and  unseasonable  opposition  to  neglected 
arguments,  be  the  instrument  of  drawing  four  volumes, 
fraught  as  the  very  title  imports^  with  pernicious  heretical 
theology,  from  the  obscurity  in  which  they  may  innocently 
rot  in  the  Printer's  warehouse. 
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THE  business  of  the  Christian  priesthood^  like  that 
of  every  secular  occupation,  consisting  in  two  branches^ 
the  speculative  and  the  practical ;  if  any  of  us,  by  a 
particular  blessing  of  Providence  attending  our  temporal 
fortunes,  are  released  from  the  necessity,  to  which  the 
greater  part  submit,  of  a  severe  and  constant  toil  in  the 
practical  branch  of  the  profession,  as  the  labour  by 
which  they  have  to  earn  their  daily  bread ;  it  seems  to 
be  our  particular  duty  to  consecrate  the  leisure  we  enjoy, 
if  I  may  borrow  an  expression  from  the  profane  sciences, 
to  the  theory  of  religion.  And  in  the  present  state  of 
reli^ous  learning  in  this  country,  it  should  seem,  that 
the  cultivation  of  that  branch  of  it  which  is  called  sacred 
criticism,  and  particularly  the  elucidation  of  the  text  of 
the  Old  Testament,  by  a  diligent  use  of  the  materials 
which  the  unwearied  industry  of  a  learned  critick,  sup- 
ported by  the  munificence  of  the  best  of  Princes,  hath 
supplied ;  is  the  study  in  which,  of  all  others,  our  ta- 
lents  and  our  industry  might  be  best  employed.  It  is, 
however,  to  be  remembered;  that  the  writings  of  the 

8 


•  •  •  »•«      • 

•  •  •  •  •  ♦      • 

c    •  •  *  ••                    • 

•  •  •  •               • 

.  •          • 


^  .^ 


|g  A  CHARGE  TO  THE  CLERGt. 

Old  Testament  are  only  of  a  secondary  importance ;  for 
the  evidence  which  they  afford  of  the  truth  of  our  Lord's 
pretensions^  and  for  the  light  which  they  throw  upon  the 
iloctrines  of  the  gospel^  which  is  indeed  so  great,  that 
•an  inattention  to  tliese  more  ancient  parts  of  the  code  of 
l*eve1ation,  is  likely  to  be  one  principal  cause  of  the 
scepticism  which  unhappily  prevails  among  our  modem 
sectaries,  concerning  the  original  dignity  of  the  Redeem- 
er's nature,  and  the  expiatory  virtue  of  his  sufferingg. 
But  in  whatever  degree  the  Jewish  Scriptures  may  be 
useful  for  the  general  confirmation  of  Christianity ;  it  is 
from  their  relation  to  the  gpspel,  to  which,  we  have 
been  told  by  the  highest  authority,  the  Mosaick  dispen« 
sation  was  but  a  prelude  or  preparative,  that  they  derive 
the  whole  of  the  importance  which  they  yet  retain.  A 
profound  and  critical  acquaintance  with  them,  b  useful 
only,  as  means  conducive  to  an  end :  and  in  this,  as  in 
other  cases,  every  solid  advantage  will  be  lost,  that 
might  be  reaped  from  the  improvement  of  the  means^  if, 
in  the  too  assiduous  pursuit  of  these,  we  lose  sight  of 
ttie  end  to  which  they  should  be  made  subservient.  The 
theology  of  the  Christian  revelation,  is  the  great  object 
to  which  every  other  branch  of  sacred  literature  is  natu- 
rally subordinate.  To  extract  it  from  the  writings  of 
the  apostles  and  evangelists,  connected  with  the  earlier 
revelations ;  to  assert  and  defend  their  genuine  doctrine ; 
to  preserve  it  entire ;  and  to  maintain  it  in  its  native 
purity,  unadulterated  by  the  additions  of  superstition,  un- 
^ebased  and  undiminished  by  the  refinements  of  philoso- 
phy :  this  is  the  great  business  to  which  those  of  us,  who 
feel  themselves  at  ease  and  in  affluence,  and  masters  of 
the  leisure  which  affluence  affords,  should  consider  their 
•talents  and  their  studies  to  be  solemnly  devoted. 
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fL  My  Reverend  Brethren,  I  would  be  understood  to 
speak  with  sentiments  of  respect,  of  those  whom  I  shall 
take  the  liberty  to  call  the  labouring  part  ef  the  parochial 
clergy :  of  those  whose  lives  are  spent  in  a  constant  at- 
tendance on  the  publick  ceremonies  of  external  worship, 
or  in  the  charitable  and  necessary  business  of  instruct- 
ing the  people  of  the  lower  ranks,  in  the  first  principles 
of  the  doctrine  of  Christ.  Of  these  venerable  men,  of 
their  godly  labours,  and  honourable  occupations,  I 
woold  be  understood  to  speak  with  reverence  and  re- 
spect. Of  all  the  departments  of  the  sacred  office,  tlie 
business  of  that  which  it  is  their  lot  to  fill,  is  perhaps,  the 
most  immediately  conducive  to  general  edification :  and 
for  the  zeal  and  ability  with  which  it  is  discharged  by 
them,  they  are  justly  entitled  to  the  highest  degrees  of 
veneration  and  esteeuk  It  is  matter  of  concern  and 
grief  to  every  serious  Christian^  that  their  rewards  in 
this  life  should  but  seldom  correspond,  in  any  fair  pro- 
portion, with  the  worth  of  their  characters,  and  the  im- 
portance of  their  services.  Thanks  be  to  Him,  of  whom 
the  whole  family  is  named,  their  hope  is  full  of  glory. 
It  is  felt,  I  am  persuaded,  by  themselves,  as  the  heaviest 
inconvenience  of  their  present  situation,  that  their  em- 
ployment, useful  and  honourable  as  it  must  ever  be  con- 
fessed to  be,  partakes  in  some  degree  of  the  nature  of  a 
worldly  business ;  requiring  a  labour  of  the  body,  and 
m  distracting  intercourse  with  the  world,  which  leave 
little  opportunity  for  private  study  and  solitary  medita- 
tion. In  circumstances  so  unfriendly  to  literary  im- 
provement, it  redounds  highly  to  their  praise  that  they 
are  so  eminently  well  qualified,  as  they  generally  ap- 
prove themselves  to  be,  to  discharge  the  plain  duty  of 
Catechists,  with  credit  to  themselves,  and  advantage  to 
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the  church  of  Qad.  To  deliver  the  doctrine  of  the  gos- 
pel in  that  plain  and  general  way,  which^  if  it  were  to 
meet  with  no  opposition  from  the  disputers  of  the  world, 
might  be  suflBcient  to  give  it  its  fall  effect  apon  the  heart 
of  the  hearer.  But  occasions  will  from  time  to  time 
arise,  when  the  truth  must  be  not  only  taught,  but  de- 
fended. The  stubborn  infidel  will  raise  objections  against 
the  first  principles  of  our  faith :  and  objections  must  be 
answered.  The  restless  spirit  of  scepticism  will  sug- 
gest difficulties  in  the  system,  and  create  doubts  about 
the  particulars  of  the  Christian  doctrine :  difficulties 
must  be  removed,  and  doubts  must  be  satisfied.  But 
above  aU^  the  scruples  must  be  composed,  which  the  re- 
finements of  a  false  philosophy,  patronized  as  they  are 
in  the  present  age,  by  men  no  less  amiable  for  the  gene- 
ral  purity  of  their  manners,  than  distinguished  by  their 
scientifick  attainments,  will  be  too  apt  to  raise  in  the 
minds  of  the  weaker  brethren.  And  this  is  the  service 
to  which  they,  whom  the  indulgence  of  Providence  hath 
released  from  the  more  laborious  offices  of  the  priesthood, 
stand  peculiarly  engaged.  To  them,  their  more  occu« 
pied  brethren  have  a  right  to  look  up,  in  these  emergen- 
cies, for  support  and  succour  in  the  common  cause.  It  is 
for  them  to  stand  forth  the  champions  of  the  common 
faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their  order.  It  is  for  them 
to  wipe  off  the  aspersions  injuriously  cast  upon  the  sons 
of  the  establishment,  as  uninformed  in  the  true  grounds 
of  the  doctrine  which  they  teach,  or  insincere  in  the  belief 
of  it.  To  this  duty  they  are  indispensibly  obliged,  by 
their  providential  exemption  from  work  of  a  harder  kind. 
It  is  the  proper  business  of  the  station  which  is  allotted 
them  in  Christ's  household,  and  deep  will  be  their  shame, 
and  insupportable  their  punishment,  if^  in  the  great  day 
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of  Teckoning  it  slioald  appear^  that  they  have  received  the 
wages  of  a  service  which  hath  never  been  performed. 

8.  YoQ  will  easily  conjecture^  that  what  has  led  me 
into  these  reflections  is,  the  extraordinary  attempt  which 
hath  been  lately  made^  to  unsettle  the  faith^  and  to  break 
np  the  constitution  of  every  ecclesiastical  establishment 
in  Christendom.  Such  is  the  avowed  object  of  a  recent 
pablication,  which  bears  the  title  of  <<  A  History  of  the 
Ciormptionsftf  Christianity;'^  among  which  the  Catholick 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity^  in  the  author's  opinion^  holds  a 
principal  place.  With  what  success  he  hath  attacked 
this  fundamental  article,  and  how  far  he  hath  been  able 
to  invalidate  the  ai^ument  from  early  and  uniform  tra- 
dition^  this  reverend  assembly  will  be  competent  to 
judge,  from  the  brief  view  wliich  shall  be  laid  before 
them,  of  the  account  which  he  attempts  to  give  of  the 
rise  and  pn^ress  of  the  doctrine  in  the  three  first  ages, 
accompanied  with  specimens  of  the  proofs  by  which  his 
pvetended  history,  in  this  part  of  it,  is  supported. 

I. 

1.  The  opinion  which  he  maintains,  is  in  general  the 
same  which  was  first,  I  think,  propagated  in  the  last 
century  by  Daniel  Znickcr,  a  Prussian  physician  of  the 
Socinian  persuasion;  and,  upon  the  authority  of  that 
writer,  hath  been  current  ever  since  among  the  Unitarians 
of  this  country.  <<That  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  the 
form  in  which  it  is  now  maintained,  is  of  no  greater  an- 
tiquity than  the  Nicene  council :  that  it  is  the  result  of  a 
gradual  corruption  of  the  doctrine  of  the  gospel,  which 
took  its  rise  in  an  opinion  first  advanced  in  the  second 
century,  by  certain  converts  from  the  Platonick  school ; 
who,  expounding  the  beginning  of  St  John's  gospel  by 
the  Platonick  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  ascribed  a  sort  of 
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gecondary  divinity  to  our  Saviour^  affirming  that  hh  was 
no  other  tiiau  the  second  principle  of  the  PlatonickTriad^ 
who  had  assumed  a  human  body  to  converse  with  man :, 
that  before  this  innovation,  of  which  Justin  Martyr  is 
made  the  author,  the  faith  of  the  whole  Christian  church, 
but  particularly  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem,  was  simply 
and  strictly  Unitarian.^  The  immediate  disciples  of  the 
apostles  conceived  our  Saviour  to  be  a  man,  whose  ex- 
istence commenced  in  the  womb  of  the  Virgin ;  and  they 
thought  him  in  no  respect  the  object  of  worship.  The 
next  succeeding  race  worshiped  him  indeed,  but  they 
had  however  no  higher  notions  of  his  divinity,  than 
those  which  were  maintained  by  the  followers  of  Arius 
in  the  fourth  century."  In  shorty  the  firdt  race  of  Chris- 
tians, in  Dr  Priestly's  opinion^  were  Unitarians  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  word :  the  second,  Arians.^  As 
Dr  Priestley  follows  Zuicker  in  these  extravagant  asser- 
tbns,  so  the  arguments  by  which  he  would  support 
them,  are  in  all  essential  points  the  same  which  were 
alleged  to  the  same  purpose,  either  by  that  writer,  or 
by  Simon  Episcopius.  Episcopius,  though  himself  no 
Socinian,  very  indiscreetly  concurred  with  the  Sociniana 
of  his  time  in  maintaining,. that  the  opinion  of  the  mere 
humanity  of  Christ,  had  prevailed  very  generally  in  the 
first  ages,  and  was  never  deemed  heretical  by  the  fa. 
thers  of  the  orthodox  persuasion ;  at  least  not  in  such 
degree,  as  to  exclude  from  the  communion  of  the  church. 
The  opinion,  I  believe,  had  its  rise  in  no  worse  principle 
than  the  charitable  temper  of  the  man,  and  his  just 


*  See  thu  brief  rtatement  of  Dr  Priestley*!  opinion  defended  agaiott  his  objee» 
tioQS  to  it,  iQ  the  18th  of  mj  Letters  in  Reply. 
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abhorrenee  of  the  spirit  of  persecation,  vfiih  which  Chris- 
tiaiia,  of  every  denomination^  were  in  his  time  much  in- 
fected :  which  is  indeed  itself,  of  all  heresies,  by  far  the 
most  maligDant,  being  that  most  opposite  to  the  general 
philanthropy,  which  is  the  root  of  all  social  virtue,  and 
the  highest  ornament  of  the  Ghristian  profession.  Epis- 
oopios  wished,  as  every  good  man  must  wish,  to  see  a 
general  toleration  establbhed  ;  which  he  thought  could 
not  be  more  effectually  recommended,  than  by  the  ex- 
ample of  the  harmony  which  subsisted  among  Christians 
in  the  earliest  ages.  The  force  of  his  example,  he  would 
naturally  think  improved,  in  proportion  as  the  idea  of  the 
harmony  was  heightened,  as  the  controversies  of  the  first 
Christians  were  magnified  and  multiplied.  These  sen- 
timents, inclined  him  to  credit  as  historians  the  same 
writers,  whom,  as  ^vines,  he  held  in  little  estimation. 
He  gave  easy  credit  to  Unitarian  writers,  when  they  re- 
presented the  differences  of  opinion  in  the  early  churches, 
as  much  greater  than  ever  really  obtained ;  and  the  ten- 
derness for  sectaries,  as  more  than  was  ever  practised  ; 
and  while  he  opposed  their  doctrine,  he  vouched  their 
story.  The  purposes  of  charity  had  been  better  served, 
withoat  injury  to  the  cause  of  truth,  had  the  talents  of 
this  able  writer  been  employed,  to  set  the  doctrine  of 
universal  toleration  on  its  only  firm  and  proper  basis : 
to  show,  that  although  in  dubious  points  of  doctrine,  the 
jadgment  of  antiquity,  wherever  it  is  clear,  must  be  al- 
lowed to  be  decisive ;  yet  the  just  severity  of  the  primi- 
tive church  towards  the  refractory  hereticks,  whose  vi. 
sionary  doctrines,  joined  with  their  contempt  of  apostolick 
ao£hority,  disgraced  the  rising  community,  and  obstruct- 
ec  the  propagation  of  the  truth ;  constitutes  no  example 
for  the  contool  of  fair  inquiry,  or  for  the  punishment  of 
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mere  fipeculalive  heresy  in  these  latter  times ;  by  any 
harsher  means  than  the  necessary  exclusion  of  dissenters 
from  the  honours  a,nd  emoluments  of  national  establish* 
ments.  Had  the  opinion  which  he  chose  to  adopt  been 
true,  Simon  Episcopius^  with  his  scanty  knowledge  of 
ecclesiastical  antiquities^  was  but  ill  qualified  to  main* 
tain  it.  False  and  groundless  as  it  was,  his  natural 
acuteness  enabled  him  to  furnish  the  Socinians  of  his 
time,  whose  cause  in  the  doctrinal  part  he  little  thought 
to  serve,  witli  the  best  arguments  that  have  ever  been 
produced  on  the  Unitarian  side  of  the  question.  Our 
modem  historian,  in  support  of  his  imagjinary  prioress 
of  opinions  from  the  Unitarian  doctrine  to  the  Nicene 
faith,  hath  produced  few,  if  any  arguments,  which  make 
directly  for  his  purpose,  but  what  are  to  be  found  in  the 
writings  either  of  Zuicker  or  Episcopius.  Nor  is  a 
single  aigument  to  be  found  in  the  writings  either  of 
Zuicker  or  Episcopius,  which  is  not  unanswerably  con- 
futed by  our  learned  Dr  George  Bull,  afterwards  Lord 
Bishop  of  St  David's,  in  three  celebrated  treatises, 
which  deserve  the  particular  attention  of  every  one,  who 
would  take  upon  him  to  be  either  a  teacher  or  an  histo- 
rian of  the  Ghristian  faith.  The  first,  ^^  A  Defence  of 
the  Nicene  faith ;''  the  second,  ^^  The  Judgment  of  the 
Gatholick  church,  in  the  first  ag^,  concerning  the  necessi- 
ty of  believing  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  very  GK>d  ;'^ 
the  third,  ^^  The  Primitive  and  Apostolical  tradition 
concerning  the  true  Divinity  of  Jesus  Christ.'' 

S.  It  seems  very  extraordinary,  that  any  one  should 
presume  to  revive  the  defeated  arguments  of  Zuicker  and 
Episcopius,  without  attempting  to  make  them  good  against 
the  objections  of  a  writer  of  Dr  Bull's  eminence.  Nor  is 
it  easy  to  conceive,  what  apology  can  be  made,  for  what 
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should  seem  so  gross  an  insult  on  the  learning  and  dis- 
cernment of  the  age ;  unless  it  be,  that  Dr.  Priestley 
imagines,  that  although  he  hath  abstained  from  a  parti- 
cular discussion  of  Dr.  Bull's  arguments,  he  hath  in 
effect  answered  them,  by  the  new  light  which  he  per- 
suades himself  he  has  thrown  upon  the  subject :  that  by 
the  evidence  which  he  thinks  he  hath  brought  of  the 
tmth  of  his  own  narrative,  in  every  branch  of  it,  he  sup. 
potses  that  he  hath  virtually  replied  to  all  objections :  that 
he  hath  confirmed  the  assumptions  from  which  Zuicker 
and  £piscopius  reasoned,  which  Dr.  Bull  pretended  to 
deny :  and  tliat,  by  confirming  their  assumptions,  he  hath 
made  good  their  arguments,  although  he  may  have  taken 
no  notice  of  their  learned  antagonist.     What  new  illus* 
trations  the  subject  hath  received  from  Dr.  Priestley's 
labours,  will  best  appear  from  specimens  of  the  argu- 
ments by  which  he  would  support  his  three  principal 
assumptions :  namely,  that  the  first  Christians  were  Uni- 
tarians in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word  ;  that  the  deity 
of  Christ  was  first  taught  by  a  Platonizing  sect;  and  that 
the  doctrine  which  they  introduced,  was  the  very  same 
for  which,  in  a  later  age,  Arius  was  condemned.     K 
his  proof  of  these  fundamental  propositions  should  be 
found  to  rest  upon  precarious  assumptions,  perverted 
history,  misconstrued  and  misapplied  quotations  ;  if  his 
facts  should  appear  to  be  confuted  by  his  own  authori- 
ties, and  his  conclusions  to  be  defeated  by  his  own  ar- 
guments; if  the  resemblance  between  the  Christian  and 
the  Platonick  Trinity,  should  appear  to  be  no  mark  of 
corruption  in  the  prevailing  opinions;   the  Catholick 
faith,  which  hath  heretofore  sustained  so  many  rude  as- 
saults, will  hardly  find  its  mortal  wound  in  the  stroke 
which  Dr.  Priestley  imagines  he  hath  inflicted. 
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8.  The  first  argument  which  is  produced  in  support 
of  the  first  assertion,  ^'that  the  faith  of  tlie  first  Chris* 
tiaus  was  simply  Unitarian/'  is  built  upon  an  assump« 
tion,  which,  could  it  be  proved  to  be  true,  would  indeed 
render  the  conclusion  obvious  and  inevitable  :  ^^  That 
the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  mere  humanity,  is  the  clear 
doctrine  of  the  Scriptures,  and  that  the  apostles  never 
taught  any  other."*  It  will  easily  be  granted,  that  the 
apostles  never  taught  the  contrary  of  any  doctrine  that 
is  clearly  delivered  in  their  writings ;  and  that  the  faith 
of  the  first  converts,  was  a  belief  of  neither  more  nor  less 
than  the  apostles  taught.  So  that  the  sense  of  the 
Scriptures  in  any  article  being  once  clearly  ascertained, 
tbe  argument  from  the  clear  confessed  sense  of  Scripture 
to  the  preaching  of  the  apostles,  and  from  the  preaching 
of  the  apostles  to  the  primitive  faith,  will  be  firm  and 
valid.  But  the  professed  object  of  our  learned  adversa. 
ry's  undertaking,  requires  an  argument,  that  should  go 
the  contrary  way  : — from  the  primitive  faith  to  the  sense 
of  the  Scriptures.  It  is  the  professed  object  of  his  un- 
dertaking, to  exhibit  a  view  of  the  gradual  changes  of 
opinions,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages : 
and  he  would  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages,  in 
erder  to  settle  the  sense  of  the  Scriptures  in  disputed 
points.  He  is  therefore  not  at  liberty,  to  assume  any 
sense  of  the  Scriptures^  which,  because  it  is  his  own,  he 
may  be  pleased  to  call  the  clear  sense,  for  a  proof  that 
the  original  faith  was  such,  as  would  confirm  the  sense 
he  wishes  to  establish.  His  sense  of  the  Scriptures^ 
not  being  acknowledged  by  the  majority  of  the  Chris- 
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dan  dmrchy  whatever  may  be  his  own  judgment  of  its 
clearness^  it  can  only  pass  for  a  particular  interpretation. 
When  this  particular  interpretation  is  alleged,  in  proof 
that  the  original  faith  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  was 
such  as  might  justify  that  inteqiretation ;  the  middle 
term  of  the  ailment  is  no  otherwise  confirmed,  tlian  by 
an  assumption  of  the  principal  matter  in  debate  :  and  so 
long  as  the  sixth  page  of  the  first  volume  of  Dr  Priestley  ^s 
history  shall  be  extant,  the  masters  of  the  dialectick  art, 
will  be  at  no  loss  for  an  example  of  the  circulating  syU 
logisoL  To  Dr  Priestley,  it  may  be  very  clear,  tliat 
when  St  John,  speaking  of  the  Logos,  of  which  he  had 
already  affirmed,  that  it  was  in  the  beginning,  says, 
^  This  person'^  (for  tliat  is  the  natural  force  of  the  Greek 
pronoun  tvror*)  ^^  This  person  was  in  the  beginning  with 
OoA ;  all  things  were  made  by  him,  and  without  him  was 
not  any  thing  made  that  was  made  :''  it  may  be  very  clear 
to  Dr  Priestley,  that  St  John,  speaking  of  the  Logos  as 
of  a  person  who  had  been  from  the  beginning,  and  had 
done  these  great  things  ;  means  to  afBrm  that  the  Logos 
is  no  person ;  nor  is,  otherwise  than  in  a  figurative  sense^ 
to  be  called  an  agent  in  any  business  :  that  he  means  to 
contradict  those,  who  held  that  the  Logos  was  any  thing 
more  than  an  attribute  of  the  Divine  mind  ;  to  silence 
them;  to  extinguish  their  profane  innovation,  by  his 
definitive  sentence  upon  the  question  :  and  that  when  he 
speaks  of  eternity,  as  belonging  to  the  Logos  as  a  per- 
son,  it  is,  that  this  was  the  most  explicit  way,  in  which 
he  could  give  the  Christian  church  to  understand,  that 
eternity  b  only  accidental  to  the  Logos,  the  substance  to 
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which  it  properly  belongs^  being  that  mind  of  which  the 
Logos  itself  is  only  another  attribute.*  It  may  be  very 
clear  to  Dr  Priestley's  apprehension^  that  when  St  Paul 
aflBrms  of  Christ,  that  he  is  the  ^^  image  of  the  invisible 
God,  the  first  born  of  every  creature^  by  whom  all  things 
were  created/^  and  explains  in  what  extent  the  words 
^^  all  things''  are  to  be  understood^  by  an  enumeration 
of  the  constituent  parts,  and  governing  powers  of  the 
universe ;  ^'  things  in  heaven  and  things  in  earth,  visible 
and  invisible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or 
principalities,  or  powers;  all  things  were  created  by  him 
and  for  him,  and  he  is  before  all  things,  and  by  him  all 
things  consist  ;"t  it  may  be  very  clear  to  Dr  Priestley, 
that  St  Paul,  in  these  expressions,  would  be  understood 
to  assert,  that  Christ  was  nothing  more  than  a  man,  and 
was  no  otherwise  the  creator  of  any  thing,  than  as  he 
was  the  founder  of  tlie  Christian  church.  All  this  may 
be  very  clear  to  Dr  Priestley's  apprehension ;  and  equal 
to  the  clearness  of  tiie  apprehension,  which  he  imagines 
he  enjoys,  that  this  was  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles,  will 
be  the  confidence  of  his  persuasion,  that  it  was  also  the 
faith  of  their  first  converts.  But  to  others,  who  have  not 
the  sagacity  to  discern,  that  the  true  meaning  of  an  in- 
spired writer  must  be  the  reverse  of  the  natural  and  ob- 
vious sense  of  the  expressions  which  he  employs,  the 
force  of  the  conclusion,  that  the  primitive  Christians 
could  not  believe  our  jLord  to  be  more  than  a  mere  man, 
because  the  apostles  had  told  them  he  was  the  Creator 
of  the  universe,  will  be  little  understood. 
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4.  Another  argument  is  built  upon  a  pretended  silence 
of  St  John,  about  the  error  of  those  who  maintained  thu 
mere  humanity  of  Christ,^  in  his  first  epistle  :  in  which 
lie  18  supposed  to  censure  those^  who  believed  (!hrist  to 
be  a  man  only  in  appearance,  in  the  severest  manner ; 
but  upon  those  who  believed  him  to  be  nothing  more 
than  man,  the  apostle^  as  he  is  understood  by  Dr  Priest- 
ley, passes  no  censure.  From  which  it  is  to  be  conclu- 
ded, that  the  latter  opinion  is  no  error,  but  the  very 
truth  of  the  gospel. 

ff.  But  here  the  question  is,  whether  the  opinion  of 
Christ's  mere  humanity  is  really  passed  over  by  St 
John,  as  Dr  Priestley  su|>poses,  uncensured  and  unno- 
ticed. This  question  will  be  differently  resolved^  ac- 
cording as  different  interpretations  of  the  apostle's  ex- 
pres^ons  are  adopted.  This  argument,  therefore,  is  of 
the  same  complexion  with  the  former,  and  labours  under 
the  same  defect.  A  particular  sense  of  the  epistle  is 
alleged,  in  proof  of  a  pretended  fact ;  which  fact  must 
itself  support  the  interpretation.  <^  Every  spirit,''  says 
St  John,  ^^  which  confesses  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in 
the  flesh,  is  of  God."t  "  That  is,"  says  Dr  Priestley, 
^  every  spirit  is  of  God,  that  confesses  that  Jesus  Christ 
is  truly  a  man."]:  But  it  should  seem,  that  the  propo- 
sition that  he  was  truly  a  man,  if  he  was  nothing  more 
than  man,  is  very  awkwardly  and  unnaturally  expressed 
by  the  phrase  of  his  ^^  coming  in  the  flesh :"  for  in  what 
other  way  was  it  possible  for  a  mere  man  to  come  ?  The 
turn  of  the  expression  seems  to  lead  to  the  notion  of  a 
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being,  who  had  his  choice  of  different  ways  of  comuig ; 
8  notion  which  is  implied  in  other  passages  of  holy  writ^ 
and  is  explicitly  expressed  in  a  book  little  inferior  in  au- 
thority to  the  canonical  writings  ;  in  the  first  epistle  of 
Clemens  Romanus ;  in  a  passage  of  that  epistle  which  Dr 
Priestley,  somewhat  unfortunately  for  his  cause,  hath 
chosen  for  the  basis  of  an  argument  of  that  holy  father's 
heterodoxy.  "The  sceptre  of  the  majesty  of  God/' 
says  Olemens,  '^  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  came  not  in  the 
pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  although  he  had  it  in  his 
power.^^*  Clemens,  it  seems,  conceived,  that  the  man- 
ner of  coming,  was  in  the  power  and  choice  of  the  per« 
son  who  was  to  come.  St  John's  expressions  evidently 
lead  to  the  same  notion.  It  should  seem,  therefore,  that 
St  John's  assertions,  concerning  the  spirits  that  maintain 
or  deny  that  Jesus  is  come  in  the  flesh,  that  the  one  are 
of  God,  and  the  other  of  antichrist,  were  levelled,  not 
singly  at  the  heresy  of  the  DocetcRy  as  Dr  Priestley  im* 
agines,  but  equally  at  that  and  at  another  branch  of  the 
Gnostick  heresy,  which  divided  Jesus  Christ  into  two 
persons :  Jesus,  who  was  supposed  lo  be  a  mere  man, 
the  son  of  Mary  by  her  husband  Joseph ;  and  the  Christ, 
a  divine  being,  who  was  considered  as  tlie  genius,  or 
tutelary  angel  of  the  man  ;  not  however  so  united  with 
the  man,  as  to  constitute  one  person,  or  to  partake  of  the 
man's  sufferings.  The  first  epistle  of  St  John,  asserts 
the  doctrine  of  a  true  and  proper  incarnation,  in  opposi. 
fion  to  the  extravagancies  of  both  these  sects.  The 
apostle  makes  the  acknowledgment  of  the  incarnation^ 
in  which  both  an  antecedent  divinity  and  an  assumed 
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honiaiiity  are  implied,  the  criterion  by  which  the  true 
teachers  are  to  be  distinguished  from  the  false.    And  in 
the  positive  assertion  of  the  incarnation,  and  the  expresf 
censure  of  the  opposite  doctrine  as  antichristian,  he  re* 
probates  the  notion  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  in  the 
only  sense  in  which  we  have  any  certain  evidence  that 
be  lived  to  see  it  maintained.    It  appears,  therefore^ 
that  to  confess  that  <^  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh,''* 
and  to  affirm  that  Jesus  Christ  is  truly  a  man,  are  pro- 
positions not  perfectly  equivalent     Dr  Priestley  indeed 
bath  shown  himself  very  sensible  of  the  difference.    He 
would  not  otherwise  have  found  it  necessary,  for  the 
improvement  of  his  argument,  in  reciting  the  third  verse 
of  the  fourth  chapter  of  St  John's  first  epistle,  to  change 
the  expressions  which  be  found  in  the  publick  transla^ 
tion,  for  others  which  correspond  far  less  exactly  with 
the  Greek  text    For  the  words  ^^  Jesus  Christ  is  come 
in  the  flesh,"  Dr  Priestley  substitutes  these,  ^  Jesus 
Christ  is  come  of  the  flesh."!     That  he  is  come  in  the 
flesh,  and  that  he  is  come  of  the  flesh,  are  two  very  dis* 
tinct  propositions.     The  one  affirms  an  incarnation  ;  the 
other  a  mortal  extraction.     The  first  is  St  John's  asser- 
tion ;  the  second  is  Dr  Priestley's.    Perhaps  Dr  Priest- 
ley bath  discovered  of  St  John  as  of  St  Paul,  that  his 
reasoning  is  sometimes  inconclusive, {  and  his  language 
inaccurate :  and   he  might  think  it  no  unwarrantable 
liberty  to  correct  an  expression,  which,  as  not  perfectly 
corresponding  with  his  own  system,  he  could  not  en- 
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tirely  approve.  It  would  have  been  but  fair  to  advcr^ 
tise  his  readers. of  so  capital  an  emendation;  an  einen* 
dation  for  which  no  support  is  to  be  found  in  the  Greek 
text^  nor  even  in  the  varieties  of  any  manuscripts.  We 
are  informed  indeed  by  Socrates  the  historian^*  (and 
liis  testimony  is  confirmed  by  the  Latin  of  the  vnlgate^) 
of  a  very  considerable  variety  of  some  of  the  ancient 
manuscripts.  But  it  is  such  as  only  serves  to  prove, 
that  the  principal  ol)ject  of  this  epistle  of  St  John,  was 
understood  in  the  primitive  church,  to  be  the  confutation 
of  the  (>erinthian  Onosticks ;  the  sect  which  divided 
Christ  into  two  persons,  of  which  they  made  Jesus  a 
mere  man ;  differing  in  this,  essentially  from  the  Docetcc, 
who  made  the  body  of  the  man  Jesus  a  mere  phantom. 

6,  And  this  view  of  St  John's  epistle,  receives  a 
further  confirmation  from  the  genuine  epistles  of  Ignatius. 
In  these,  the  error  of  the  Bocetm,  which  Dr  Priestley 

■ 

supposes  to  be  the  sole  object  of  St  John's  epistle,  is 
indeed  particularly  censured.  But  lest,  in  asserting  the 
truth  of  our  Lord's  humanity,  he  should  be  understood 
to  support  the  opinion  of  his  mere  humanity,  the  holy 
Father  hardly  ever  mentions  Christ,  without  introducing 
some  explicit  assertion  of  his  Divinity,  or  without  join- 
ing with  the  name  of  Christ,  some  epithet  in  which  it  is 
implied. 

7.  The  mention  of  Ignatius  having  occurred,  it  were 
unpardonable  not  to  suggest  to  the  recollection  of  this 
learned  assembly,  one  passage  in  particular  in  the  epistle 
to  the  Magnesiaus,  in  which  the  eternal  existence  of  the 
Word,  as  a  distinct  person  from  the  Father,  is  asserted 
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in  tennsy  which,  though  highly  figarative,  are  perfectly 
iiDef{ui vocal :  There  is  one  God,  who  hath  manifested 
himself  through  Jesus  Christ  his  Son,  who  is  his  eternal 
Word,  who  came  not  forth  from  silence/'  ^  The  nam^ 
of  the  Logos^  led  the  early  fathers  to  conceive  the  gene- 
ration of  tlie  Son  as  an  utterance ;  or,  at  least,  to  speak 
c^  it  under  that  figure ;  as  on  the  contrary,  the  tieretickSy 
who  denied  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  described  the  period 
preceding  his  generation  as  a  time  of  silence.!  Under 
that  figure,  Ignatius  speaks  of  the  generation  of  the  Soa 
in  this  passage :  and  he  affirms,  that  no  period  of  silence 
had  preceded  the  utterance  of  the  eternal  Word.  Or,  if 
it  should  seem  more  reasonable  to  suppose  an  allusion^ 
in  these  expressions  of  Ignatius,  to  the  Sige  of  the 
Gnostfcks^  the  consort  of  their  Buthosy  upon  whom  the 
iE^ns  were  engendered ;  and  to  understand  the  holy 
fiUher  as  maintaining  the  immediate  connexion  of  the 
father  and  the  Son,  unbroken  by  the  intervention  of 
any  such  intermediate  intelligencies,  as  the  impious  the- 
ogony  of  the  Gnosticks  interposed ;  still  the  eternity  of 
the  Son  is  asserted.  For  the  passage,  in  this  view  of  i^ 
amounts  to  this  disjunctive  proposition :  ^^  The  Son's 
existence  holds  not  of  the  Father's  by  any  such  remote 
relation  as  these  fabulous  genealogies  describe ;  but  he 
is  the  eternal  Logos  of  the  Paternal  mind."  According 
to  either  interpretation,  the  passage  contains  an  evident 
assertion  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son  of  Gk)d.  And  this 
assertion  being  found  in  the  writings  of  Ignatius,  the 
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familiar  friend  and  companion  of  the  apostleSy  who  snf. 
fered  martyrdom  so  early  as  in  the  sixteenth  year  of  the 
second  century,  and  had  been  appointed  to  the  bishop* 
rick  of  Antioch  full  thirty  years  before ;  it  is  an  nnaii- 
swerable  confutation  of  our  author's  confident  assertions, 
that  ^<  we  find  nothing  like  divinity  ascribed  to  Jesus 
Christ  before  Justin  martyr/'  *-  and  ^<  that  all  the  ear- 
ly fathers  speak  of  Christ,  as  not  having  existed  al- 
ways,"! 

8.  We  have  seen  the  sort  and  fashion  of  the  nga^ 
ment|  which,  in  proof  of  his  first  assertion,  Dr  Priestley 
builds  on  holy  writ.  Let  us  take  a  view  of  those  which 
lie  hath  drawn  from  other  writers. 

9.  One  principal  argument,  <^  that  the  primitive  chnrch 
of  Jerusalem  was  pro|)erly  Unitarian,"  maintaining  the 
simple  humanity  of  Christ,  is  this ; — ^<  Athanasius  him- 
self was  so  far  from  denying  it,"  says  Dr  Priestley, 
<^  that  he  endeavours  to  account  for  it,  by  saying,"-— 
<^  that  all  the  Jews  were  so  firmly  persuaded  that  their 
Messiah  was  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  man  like  them- 
selves, that  the  apostles  were  obliged  to  use  great  cau- 
tion in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  proper  divinity  of 
Christ."*  The  latter  clause  of  the  sentence,  which 
contains  what  Athanasius  is  supposed  to  have  said,  is 
marked  with  inverted  commas ;  which  should  seem  to 
intimate,  that  it  is  an  exact  translation  of  some  passage 
in  the  holy  father's  writings :  and  the  lower  margin  of 
Dr  Priestleys's  book,  refers  to  Athanasius's  celebrated 
piece  on  the  orthodoxy  of  his  predecessor,  Dionysius. 


*  Hist  of  Corrup.  vol.  i.  p.  32, 

-^  Ibid.  Tol.  i.  p.  48. 

I  Uist  9i  Corni^  Tol.  i.  p.  Ifii 
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Now  in  this  piece  upon  the  orthodoxy  of  Bionysius, 
Athanasias  no  where,  I  confess,  denies  that  the  primi- 
tive church  of  Jerasalem  was  Unitarian.  Nor,  on  the 
cither  handy  do  I  recollect  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  as* 
flerted  it,  in  any  part  of  his  ^'  History  of  Electricity.^' 
The  truth  is,  that  in  either  of  these  valuable  works, 
the  faith  of  the  primitive  church  of  Jerusalem  never 
comes  in  question.  In  the  defence  of  Dionysius,  not  a 
single  passage  is  to  be  found,  which  may  be  fairly  nn- 
derstood  as  a  tacit  confession,  that  the  primitive  faith 
of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  was  Unitarian :  much  less 
IS  there  any  attempt  to  account  for  its  supposed  hetero- 
doxy.  Athanasius  says  indeed  of  the  Jews  of  the  apos- 
tolick  age,  that  is,  of  the  unbelieving  Jews,  (for  Atha* 
nasius  is  a  writer  who  calls  things  by  their  names ; 
and  when  he  speaks  of  Jews,  means  not,  as  Dr  Priestley 
woald  persuade  us,"**  Jewish  Christians,  except  when 
he  sarcastically  ^ves  the  Arians  the  name  of  Jews,  as 
lesembliug  the  Jews,  in  his  j^udgment,  in  an  obstinate 
denial  of  the  Lord  who  bought  them ;  but  otherwise, 
when  he  speaks  his  usual,  plain,  unfigured  language, 
the  unconverted  Jews  of  the  apostolick  age  are  they,  of 
whom  he  says,)  that  they  had  so  little  insight  into  the 
true  meaning  of  the  prophecies,  as  to  look  for  nothing 
more  than  a  max  in  the  promised  Messiah.  He  says, 
that  this  error  of  the  Jews  had  been  the  means  of  spread* 
ing  the  like  mistake  among  the  Gentiles  ;  meaning  pro* 
bably  the  proselytes  of  the  Gate ;  who,  acknowledging 
in  some  degree  the  divinity  of  the  Jewish  Scriptures, 
looked  for  the  completion  of  the  prophecies,  and  were 


^     >  * 


H'nt  of  Corrup.  toI.  U.  p.  18t». 
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the  first  Gentiles  to  whom  the  preaching  of  the  npM" 
ties  was  addressed.     These  Gentiles,  with  something 
of  the  Jewish  faith,  it  may  easily  be  supposed,  had 
imbibed  many  of  the  Jewish  errors ;  and  among  others, 
as  Athanasius  imagines,  the  expectation  of  a  Messiah 
of  mortal  extraction.     This  general  mistake,  he  says, 
made  it  necessary,  that  the  apostles,  in  their  first  pub- 
lick  sermons,  should  insist  largely  on  the  miracles  of 
our'Saviour^s  life  on  earth,  before  they  entered  mto  a 
detail  of  the  particulars  of  the  gospel  doctrine,  or  ex- 
plained  what  sort  of  person  the  promised  Messiah  was 
to  l)c.  and  Jesus  was.    For  their  doctrine  upon  that  ar- 
ticle was  not  likely  to  meet  with  credit,  till  their  divino 
commission  to  teach  it  was  acknowledged,  and  their 
Master's  general  claim  to  the  character  of  the  Messiah| 
whatever  that  might  be,  previously  admitted.    The  ex- 
ample of  the  apostles'  practice  in  this  particular  is  alle- 
ged, to  show  what  prudence  requires  of  every  preacher 
of  the  gospel ;  who  must  allow  himself  lobe  determined 
in  the  arrangement  of  his  matter,  the  choice  of  his  topicks, 
and  the  composition  of  his  language,  by  the  degree  of 
previous  knowledge,  and  the  state  of  opinions,  which 
may  actually  obtain  among  those  to  whom  his  instruc- 
tions are  addressed.    What  the  ignorant  will  most  easi- 
ly  apprehend,  must  be  first  taught :  those  points,  which 
are  supposed  to  be  most  generally  misunderstood,  must 
be  most  particularly  explained :  and  the  truth  must  ba 
conveyed  in  that  language,  which  may  the  most  evident, 
ly  show  its  disagreement  with  any  false  opinions,  to 
which  the  hearer  may  be  particularly  addicted.    Atha- 
nasius contends,  that  upon  these  principles  Dionysius 
was  to  be  justified,  if  he  dwelt  more  on  the  topick  of 
our  Lord's  humiliation^  than  on  that  of  his  divinity : 
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tlie  Babellian  heresy  being  the  error  with  which  Diony- 
fiius  was  engaged.     The  consideration  that  the  Son 
became  man,  afforded  the  most  obvioas  proof  that  he 
was  not  the  Father:  and  the  8abcllians  were  to  be 
conFioced,  that  the  Word  was  made  flesh,  gross,  corrup- 
tible flesh,  before  they  could  be  brought  to  acknowledge 
that  he  was  God  of  God.     Athanasius  shows,  that,  in 
ihe  controversy  with  these  hereticks,  Dionysius  was  in* 
evitably  led  to  the  use  of  expressions,  which  the  Arian 
party  interpreted  in  their  own  favour ;  though  Diony- 
sius always  disclaimed  the  sense,  to  which  His  words 
were  wrested.     He  contends,  that  to  tax  Dionysius 
with  a  propensity  to  the  Arian  party,  on  account  of 
these  expressions,  were  no  less  unreasonable  and  inju- 
rions,  than  it  would  be  to  entertain  the  like  suspicion 
of  the  apostles  themselves ;  because  they  had  found  it 
necessary  to  persuade  the  Jews,  that  Jesus  had  been 
approved  of  God,  by  signs  and  wonders,  as  a  man^ 
before  they  could  hope  to  persuade  them,  that  he  was 
so  much  more  than  man,  that  his  being  found  in  fashion 
as  a  man,  was  really  the  most  extraordinary  part  of  his 
history  and  character.    It  is  in  no  other  way  than  this, 
that  Athanasius  speaks  of  the  apostles,  as  teaching  the 
Jews  the  humanity  of  Christ.    The  holy  father  never 
speaks  of  any  caution  which  they  used  in  divulging 
the  doctrine  of  his  full  divinity ;  unless  an  historian's 
distribution  of  the  matter  of  his  narrative,  or  a  master's 
accommodation  of  his  lessons  to  the  previous  attainments 
of  his  pupils,  is  to  be  called  a  caution  of  divulging, 
w^hat,  in  the  natural  order  of  tradition,  is  to  be  the  last 
disclosed.     Was  it  ever  said  of  Livy,  that  he  relates 
the  tragedy  of  Lucretia's  death,  from  a  caution  of  divuU 
{ing  the  expulsion  of  the  Tarquins?    Of  Porphyry, 
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that  he  treats  of  the  fire  words^  from  a  caution  of  divul- 
giiig  the  doctrine  of  the  Gategprics  ?  The  be^nning  of 
every  story  must  be  first  told— The  easiest  part  of  ev- 
ery science  must  be  first  taught  Of  the  great  ability 
and  judgment,  with  which  the  apostles  conducted  the 
first  preaching  of  the  gospel ;  of  their  happy  art  in  the 
perspicuous  arrangement  of  their  lofty  argument ;  with 
what  readiness  they  led  their  catechumens  on^  from  the 
simplest  principles  to  the  highest  mysteries ;  of  this  con- 
summate ability  of  the  apostles  in  the  capacity  of  teach- 
ers,  Athanasius  speaks  with  due  commendation.  Their 
caution  he  never  mentions.  On  the  contrary,  the  rapid 
progress  of  their  instruction,  how  they  passed  at  once 
from  the  detail  of  our  Lord's  life  on  earth,  to  the  mys- 
tery of  Ids  Godhead,  is  one  principal  branch  of  his  en- 
comium. 1  wish  that  Dr  Priestley  had  produced  the 
passage,  in  which  he  thinks  the  apostles  are  taxed  with 
caution ;  and  of  which  he  certainly  imagines  (he  would 
not  otherwise  have  led  his  reader  to  imagine)  he  hath 
given  an  exact  translation.* 

10.  Nearly  allied  to  this  a^ument  from  Athanasius's 
omissions  to  deny^  is  another  from  Epiphanius's  omission 
to  assert.  ^^  Epiphanius,  in  his  account  of  the  Naza- 
renes — ^makes  no  mention  of  any  of  them  believing  the 
divinity  of  Christ  in  any  sense  of  the  word.^f  It  is 
granted.  Epiphanius,  in  his  account  of  these  ancient 
hereticks,!  makes  indeed  no  mention,  that  they  believed 


*  See  the  ptinge  produced  and  eridoalljr  enmined,  b  the  fourth  of  Dr  Pi-ieatley's 
fint  Letters  to  me,  the  eleTenth  of  mjr  Letters  iq  reply,  am'  tlic*  tenth  of  Dr  IVicst- 
ley's  seeond  Letters;  and  in  mj  rcmarkt  upon  Dr  Priestle}*s  sceond  Letters,—' 
Put  n.  ehap.  i.  see.  11. 

f  Hist,  of  Cornip.  foL  Up.  8. 

#  Hares.  29. 
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the  divinity  of  Christ  in  any  sense  of  tlie  word.  But 
what  is  this  no-mention  which  Epiphanius  makes,  and 
of  what  importance  is  it  to  our  author's  system?  It  is 
only  that  £piphanius  confesses^  that  he  had  no  certain 
information^  what  the  opinion  of  the  Nazarenes  might 
be  upon  this  article.  He  had  deficribed  them  in  general 
as  a  sect  half  Jew  and  half  Christian :  not  Jews,  because 
ihej  had  something  of  a  belief  in  Christ :  not  Chrbtians, 
because  they  lived  in  bondage  to  the  ritual  law.  <^  But 
concerning  Christ,''  he  says,  <^I  cannot  say  whether 
they  think  him  a  mere  man ;  or  affirm,  as  the  truth  is, 
that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary  by  the  Holy  Ghost"*  It 
is  thus,  and  thus  only,  that  Kpiphanius  makes  no  men* 
Hon  of  the  belief  of  the  Nazarenes  in  Christ's  divinity. 
But  he  equally  makes  no  mention  of  their  disbelief 
And  had  it  been  Dr  Priestley's  point  to  prove,  that  the 
Nazarenes  held  the  Nicene  faith  upon  the  subject  of  the 
Trinity,  he  might  have  alleged,  with  equal  fairness 
and  propriety,  Epiphanius's  no-mention  of  their  hete- 
rodoxy. 

11.  Indeed,  that  they  were  believers  in  our  Lord's 
divinity,  were  the  fairer  conclusion  from  the  neutrality 
of  Epiphanius's  evidence.  It  was  little  the  temper  of 
the  age  in  which  Epiphanius  lived ;  it  was  little  the 
temper  of  Epiphanius,  to  think  or  to  speak  favourably 
of  those  who  were  deemed  hereticks.  It  was  rather  the 
practice  to  aggravate  and  to  multiply  their  errors,  and 
to  vilify  their  characters :   to  charge  them  upon  the 


)^l^^l»^  fMX^*^  f^*X^*t,  ■'I'iKef  tfCr^^etrot  WfM^itnf'  t>\  «*&«v  «*  «AJ»dlM  t^jUt  ^M 
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slightest  grounds  with  every  enormity,  both  in  faitli  and 
practice.  It  is  very  unlikely,  that  Epiphanius  would 
have  been  so  tender  of  the  reputation  of  these  Nazarenes, 
as  to  confess  his  want  of  information  about  their  opinions 
of  the  nature  of  Christ,  had  there  been  the  least  ground 
to  suspect,  or  had  there  been  so  much  as  a  suspi- 
cion current  in  his  times,  although  it  had  been  founded 
only  on  a  general  bad  opinion  of  the  sect^  that  they 
were  heretical  in  this  article.  A  general  clamour,  or 
the  bare  assertion  of  an  earlier  writer,  would  have  fixed 
the  imputation,  without  any  nice  inquiry  into  the  evi- 
dence by  which  the  charge  might  be  supported.  And  since 
£piphanius  confesses,  that  he  had  no  ground  to  say  that 
these  Nazarenes  held  Christ  to  be  a  mere  man ;  the  pre* 
sumption  is,  that  he  ought  to  have  said,  that  they  aflSrmed^ 
as  the  truth  is,  that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy 
Ghost.  But  to  affirm,  ^^  as  the  truth  is,  that  he  was  begot* 
ten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy  Ghost,"  in  Epiphanius's  sense 
of  those  words,  was  a  full  confession  of  his  divinity.  So 
that,  if  the  opinions  of  these  Nazarenes  be  of  any  im- 
portance for  ascertaining  the  primitive  faith ;  and  con- 
jectures are  to  be  drawn,  concerning  their  opinions,  from 
Epiphanius's  profession  of  his  want  of  information ;  the 
fair  conjecture,  is  the  opposite  of  Dr  Priestley's :  namely^ 
that  the  Nazarenes  homologated  >^  ith  the  church,  as  its 
opinions  stood  in  the  age  of  Epiphanius,  when  I  suppose 
he  will  allow  it  to  have  been  far  gone  from  the  primitive 
purity  of  his  Unitarian  faith ;  with  this  corrupt  church, 
as  Dr  Priestley  deems  it,  his  friends,  the  Nazarenes, 
homologated  upon  the  article  of  Christ's  divinity. 

13.  But  after  all,  of  what  importance  is  the  opinioa 
of  these  Nazarenes  ?  Or  how  may  the  Catholick  tradi- 
tion be  affected  by  the  singularities  of  a  sect  ?  Of  a  sect 
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which  lay  under  the  censure  of  the  church  as  heretical  ? 
Attend^  my  Reverend  Brethren.    It  is  in  this  tiiat  we 
have  been  so  long,  I  believe  I  ought  to  add,  so  fatally 
mistaken.    The  Nazarenes  were  never  censured !  They 
w^e  no  sectaries !  They  were  the  veiy  first,  and  be- 
canse  the  first,  they  were  the  purest,  the  very  best  of 
Christians !  Nazarene  was  the  ancient  name  of  the 
Jewish  Christians  !*  Of  the  first  members  of  the  primi. 
tive  church  of  Jerusalem — that  original,  parent  churchy 
the  mother  of  us  all ;  where  James  the  brother  of  our 
Lord  was  bishop !  In  the  opinions  therefore  of  these 
Nazarenes,  we  have  the  opinions  of  those  first  Chris- 
tians, who  received,  not  only  the  baptismal  ablution,  but 
the  illumination  of  the  Spirit,  at  the  hands  of  the  apos* 
ties  1  You  seem  to  ask  me,  by  what  evidence  this  im* 
portant  discovery  is  confirmed  ?  By  no  evidence.    The 
thing  is  not  proved.    It  is  asserted.    In  philosophical 
subjects  Dr  Priestley  would  be  the  last  to  reason  from 
principles  assumed  without  proof.    But  in  divinity  and 
ecclesiastical  history,  he  expects  that  his  own  assertion, 
or  that  of  writers  of  his  own  persuasion,  however  unin« 
formed  or  prejudiced,  should  pass  with  the  whole  Chris- 
tian world  for  proof  of  the  boldest  assumptions.    The 
Nazarenes,  it  is  confessed,  were  the  progeny  of  the  first 
Christians  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem.    But  the  name 
of  Nazarene,  you  will  bear  me  witness,  was  never  heard 
of  in  the  Christian  church,  as  descriptive  of  the  Jewish 
Christians,  before  their  settlement  in  the  northren  parts 
of  Galilee,  upon  the  banishment  of  the  Jews  from  Jeru* 
salem,  in  the  reign  of  Adrian.!     The  Hebrews,  and  they 


*  I  the  Nazarenes  (and  the  Jewish  Chrisuaos  oever  went  by  any  other 

Bame.)    Hist  Corrup.  toI.  i.  p.  S. 

f  S«e  Che  last  paragraph  o(  the  axUl  of  my  Lctten  io  reply,  ifid  the  leyenth  of 
tlMic  Lcttcrt,  sec  5» 
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of  the  cvrcumcxsioUj  were  the  earlier  Dames^  by  wliicTf 
the  Jewish  converts^  who  formed  the  church  of  Jerusa- 
salem,  had  been  distinguished  from  the  Christians  of  the 
Grentiles.  Their  descendants^  the  Nazarenes,  were  at 
first  perhaps  heretical  but  in  a  single  article ;  in  main- 
taining the  necessity  of  the  observance  of  the  Mosaick 
law^  for  the  attainment  of  salvation  under  the  gospel : 
whereas^  their  ancestors  had  indeed  themselves  adhered 
to  their  old  law^  but  had  declared  against  the  absurdity 
of  exacting  a  submission  to  the  ceremonial  part  of  it, 
from  the  Gentile  converts.  By  degrees^  however,  these 
Nazarenes  declined  so  far  from  the  pure  faith  of  that 
first  race  of  Christians^  from  which  they  boasted  their 
descent,  that  in  Jerome's  time,  they  were  become  here* 
tical  in  that  degree,  that  Jerome  considered  them  as  a 
Jewish  sect  rather  than  a  Christian.  '<  To  this  day/' 
says  Jerome,  <<  a  heresy  prevails  among  the  Jews  in  all 
the  synagogues  of  the  east,  which  is  called  that  of  the 
Minasi^  who  commonly  go  by  the  name  of  Nazarenes : 
who  believe  in  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  bom  of  the 
Virgin ;  and  say  that  he  was  the  person  who  suflered 
under  Pontius  Pilate,  and  rose  again  ;  in  whom  we  our- 
selves  believe.  But  from  a  desire  of  being  Jews  and 
Christians  both  at  once,  they  are  neither  Jews  nor 
Christians.''* 

18.  It  is  rather  for  the  sake  of  general  truth,  than  for 
the  attainment  of  victory  in  the  present  argument,  tliat 
I  am  desirous  to  maintain  the  distinction  which  was 
ever  made,  till  Zuicker  attempted  to  confound  it,  be- 


*  Epiit  «d  AoguitiQam  dc  diaidio  P«tri  et  Paall  torn,  ul  foL  155.   B.  edit. 
Fiobeo. 
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tvreen  the  primitive  charch  of  Jerosalem  and  the  sect  of 
the  Nazareaes^  its  heretical  o&pring.    lit  the  Trioita- 
rian  controversy^  the  distinction  is  of  little  importance ; 
or  rather^  it  would  be  of  advantage  to  the  argument  of 
the  orthodox  party^  if  our  faith  needed  other  support^ 
than  that  which  the  plain  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  and 
the  whole  tenor  of  ecclesiastical  history  supply :  it  would 
be  of  dngular  advantage  to  our  argument,   that  Dr 
Priestley  should  be  able  to  establish  Zuicker's  extrava- 
gant  position^  that  these  Nazarenes  were  no  other  than 
the  (Higinal  members  of  the  Hebrew  church.    W  hoever 
they  were>  their  orthodoxy,  in  the  article  of  our  Lord's 
divinity,  is  notorious.    It  is  attested  by  most  of  the 
writers  of  antiquity  that  mention  them.    It  is  acknowl* 
edgjed  by  Jerome,  at  the  very  same  time  that  he  taxes 
ibem  with  the  grossest  heresy  in  other  points.    And 
were  no  express  testimony  to  be  produced,  still  it  would 
be  the  fair  and  probable  conclusion^  from  that  very  pas- 
sage of  Kpiphanius,  upon  which  Dr  Priestley  would 
build  the  contrary  opinion.    If  therefore  it  could  be  pro- 
Ted,  that  these  Nazarenes  really  were  what  Dr  Priestley 
hath  been  taught  by  Zuicker  to  believe,  the  first  con» 
verts  of  the  circumcision ;  we  who  maintan  the  full  di- 
vinity of  Christ,  should  find,  in  the  confession  of  the 
Nazarenes,  the  verdict  of  those  first  Christians  in  our 
favour.     But  since  the  fact  is,  that  they  were  an  hereti- 
cal sect,  which  arose  in  the  second  century,  from  the 
^shes  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  ;^  their  opinions  upon 
any  article  are  totally  insignificant,  and  can  in  no  way 
affect  the  Catholick  tradition.     Still,  therefore,  the  mo. 


•  Sec  Lctten  ia  rcpJy,  vi.  and  vU. 
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dern  Unitarian  would  serve  his  own  canse  but  ill^  who 
should  be  able  to  succeed  in  the  attempt  to  prove,  tliat 
the  mere  humanity  of  Ghriat  was  a  tenet  of  the  Naza* 
renes. 

14.  The  neutrality  of  Epiphanius's  evidence^  is  how- 
ever,  not  the  whole  of  the  proof,  by  which  our  modem 
historian  hath  taken  the  pains  to  supjiort  an  assertion  so 
little  to  his  purpose.  It  is  alleged,  only  to  corroborate 
a  more  direct  proof,  which  is  very  proper  to  be  produ« 
ced,  as  another  specimen  of  the  sort  of  argument  upon ' 
which  our  author's  first  proposition  rests. 

10.  The  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  he  tells  ns, 
were  the  same  people,  and  held  the  same  tenets.*  By  the 
appellation  of  Ebionites,  it  is  confessed,  a  certain  sec^ 
which  denied  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  was  originally 
disthiguished .  But  how  is  it  proved,  that  these  Ebionites 
were  the  same  with  the  Nazarenes  ?  By  a  pretended 
acknowledgement  of  Origen  and  Epiphanius.t  It  is  of 
great  importance,  for  a  just  apprehension  of  the  exact 
force  of  any  writers  arguments,  to  catch  the  idioms  of 
his  style ;  and  an  attention  to  this  circumstance,  must 
be  particularly  recommended  to  Dr  Priestley's  readers* 
One  of  the  roost  striking  peculiarities  of  his  language, 
is  a  very  singular  use  of  the  words  acknowledge  and  ac- 
knowledgment  Acknowledgment,  in  the  usual  ac- 
ceptation of  the  word  in  controversial  writing,  signifies 
a  writer's  avowel  of  a  principle  or  a  fact,  which,  as 
making  for  his  adversary's  argument,  it  might  have 


•  Hist,  of  Cnrrup.  toI.  i.  p.  7. 

t  '*  — -*  both  Origen  and  Epiphanhn  aeknowIetTge,  that  tlie  Kozarenes  and 
Ebionitei  were  the  Nune  people,  and  beM  the  samr  tvof t?"  Hist-  of  f 'orniii. 
Tol.  i.  p.  7. 
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been  for  his  purpose  to  conceal  or  to  deny^  bat  that  the 
evidence  of  the  thing  extorted  the  confession.    But  with 
Dr  Priestley,  any  expressions,  which  are  capable  of 
being  drawn  by  construction  and  refinement,  to  a  sense 
that  may  seem  but  indirectly  favourable  to   his  own 
notions^  are  an  explicit  acknowledgment  of  the  writer 
who  Qses  them,  that  things  actually  were,  as  Dr  Priest- 
ley  is  inclined  to  represeut  them.    If  such  expressions 
of  one  writer  are  quoted  by  another ;  they  amount  to  an 
acknowledgment  to  the  same  purpose^  on  the  part  of 
the  writer  who  makes  the  quotation.     On  the  other 
hand,  the  acknowledgment  of  an  original  writer^  may 
sometimes  be  inferred  from  a  negligent  citation.    Hath 
Eusebins,  complaining  of  a  total  disregard  to  tmth 
among  ttie  sectaries  who  denied  our  Lord's  divinity, 
appealed^  in  confirmation  of  the  charge,  to  a  writer  of 
the  second  century ;  who  alleges  it  against  the  Unita- 
rians of  his  own  time,  as  an  instance  of  the  most  harden- 
ed effrontery,  that  they  had  the  audacity  to  assert,  that 
their  tenets  bad  been  originally  taught  by  the  apostles^ 
and  were  maintained  by  all  the  Roman  bishops  in  suc- 
cession, to  the  time  of  Victor?*    This  heavy  accusa- 
tion, thus  supported  by  the  testimony  of  an  earlier  writer, 
is  a  plain  ticknatcledgment^  on  the  part  of  Eusebius, 
that  the  Unitarians  constantly  claimed  this  high  antiqui- 
ty of  their  doctrine.    And  what  may  seem  more  para- 
doxical, this  writer's  appeal  to  ^^  certain  psalms  and 


*  Euaeb.  Hist  Eeel.  lib.  t.  e.  28. 

t  *«  It  is  acknvtoledged  by  Eaiebioi,  and  others,  **  that  the  aneient  Unitaritnt 
themaelTea  constantly  asserted,  Uiat  their  doctrine  was  the  uniTersal  opinioa  of  the 
Ciiristian  church,  till  the  time  of  Victor.**  Hist  of  Comxp.  toI.  ii.  p.  466.  Compare 
vol  i.  p.  18,  19. 
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odes^  the  composition  of  faithful  brethren  in  the  first  age, 
which  celebrate  the  divinity  of  the  Christy  the  Word  of 
God/'*  is  only  a  proof  of  Eusebius's  inability  to  coa- 
fute  the  claim^  wldch^  by  his  awn  acknowledgment^ 
was  set  up.t    Hath  the  learned  Dr  Samnel  Clarke^  in 
an  inaccurate  citation  of  a  passage  in  Origen,  made 
Origen  speak  of  the  Unitarians  of  his  time  as  pious  per- 
sons?   This  is  a  candid  acknowledgment,]:  on  the  part 
of  Origen,  of  the  piety  of  those  sectaries ;   whereas 
Origen  says  not  that  they  were  pious,  but  that  they  boas- 
tedH   that  they  were  pious,  or  affected  piety.    Piety, 
and  the  affectation  of  piety,  belong  to  opposite  charac- 
ters.   According  to  this  enlarged  use  of  the  word  oc- 
Icnowledgmentf  it  will  indeed  be  very   hazardous   to 
deny  but  that  an  acknowledgment  to  any  purpose  may 
be  found  in  ai^  writer,  or  be  drawn  from  any  words.  It 
is  necessary  therefore  to  declare,  that  it  is  only  in  the 
usual  meaning,  of  the  word,  that  I  take  upon  me  to  aver^ 
that  no  acknowledgment  of  the  supposed  identity  of  the 
Nazarenes  and  the  Bbionites,  is  to.  be  fiound  either  in 
Origen  or  Epiphanius.^    Origen  says,  indeed^  of  the 
Jewish  Christians  of  hia  own  time,  that  they  were  Ebi- 
onites:^  not  meaning  to  make  any  acknowledgment  in 
favour  of  the  proper  Ebionites,  as  no  worse  hereticks. 


9m  rof  X^Kov  vfjLwvt  dioxo>«  i7ic.  Euieb.  Hiit.  Bocl.  lib.  t.  c.  28.  Compare  Ephcs. 
T.  19.    Col.  iii.  16.    JametT.  13. 

f  <*  —  in  refuting  their  preteniioDt  to  antiqiii^»  be  goei  no  further  back  than 
IrenBQi  and  Justin  Martyr  "    Hist  of  Comip.  vol  i.  p.  19. 

\  **  Origen  candidly  calls  these  adherents  to  the  itrict  uoitj  of  God,  pioiu  pcr- 
BOM.**    Hist  of  Corrup.  vol.  i.  p.  57. 

II  —  vnXAifc  ^iXfl3ttf  f*iy«i  iuxj^fiOUK  •— ^ 

§.  See  Appendix.. 
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Huok  the  Nazarenes ;  bnt  ratber  to  stigmatize  the  Naza* 
leaes  with  an  opprobioas  appellation.  And  the  only 
conclosion  which  is  to  be  drawn  from  this  passage  of 
Origen^  is,  that  the  word  Ebionite  had,  in  his  time,  oot« 
gro^vn  its  original  meaniag ;  which  it  easily  might  do; 
inasmuch  as,  by  its  derivation,  it  is  not  naturally  des- 
criptive  of  any  particular  set  of  opinions ;  bnt  barely  ex- 
pressive rf  the  contempt,  in  which  those  who  bestowed 
it,  held  the  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  party 
cm  which  it  was  bestowed.  It  was  therefore  likely  to 
be  variously  applied  at  different  times,  according  as  one 
or  another  folly  incurred  the  contempt  either  of  any  par- 
ticular  writer,  or  of  the  age  in  which  he  flourished.  Ac« 
cordingly,  it  appears  from  ecclesiastical  history,  that  the 
use  of  it  was  various  and  indefinite.  Sometimes  it  was 
the  peculiar  name  of  those  sects,  which  denied  both  the 
divinity  of  our  Lord,  and  his  miraculous  conceptions- 
Then  its  meaning  was  extended  to  take  in  another 
party ;  which,  admitting  the  miraculous  conception  of 
Jesus^  still  denied  his  divinity,  and  questioned  his  pre- 
vious existence — ^And  at  last,  it  seems  the  NazareneS| 
whose  error  was  rather  a  superstitious  severity  in  their 
practice  than  any  deficiency  in  their  faith,  were  inclu<. 
ded  by  Origen  in  the  infamy  of  the  appellation.  It  wat 
natural  indeed  for  Origen,  fond  as  he  was  of  mystick 
interpretations  of  the  Jewish  Scriptures,  and  possessed 
with  the  imagination,  that  every  particular  of  the  ritual 
service,  and  every  occurrence  in  the  Jewish  story,  was 
typical  of  something  in  tiie  gospel  dispensation ;  it  was 
natural  for  Origen,  to  think  meanly  of  a  sect  who  held 
the  observance  of  the  letter  of  the  ceremonial  law,  to  be 
an  essential  part  of  a  Christian's  duty.  They  certainly 
had  litde  apprehension  of  tiie  free  spirit  of  the  religioa 
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they  professed ;  and  this,  with  Origen^  would  be  tho 
surest  mark  of  a  low  and  beggarly  understanding.  It 
is  in  this  reproachfhl  appellation,  which  be  alone  of  all 
the  writers  of  antiquity  hath  bestowed  upon  the  Naza- 
renes,  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  discovered  his  acknowl- 
edgment in  favour  of  the  Ebionites.  For  Epiphanius, 
who  is  joined  with  Origen  in  this  acknowledgment,  he 
describes  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  as  differ- 
ent sects,  maintaining  different  opinions ;  except  that 
they  agreed  in  retaining  more  or  less  of  the  Mosaick 
■ervice.  * 

10.  Among  other  specimens  of  our  author's  happy 
art  of  tumiug  every  thing,  by  a  dexterous  interpreta- 
tion,  to  his  own  purpose ;  it  were  injustice  to  the  inju- 
red memory  of  Eusebius,  not  to  mention  the  attempt 
that  is  made  to  shake  the  credit  of  his  history,  by  re- 
presenting the  unfairness  with  which  that  candid  writer 
is  supposed  to  treat  the  Unitarians ;  where  he  says,  ^^that 
Theodotus,  who  appeared  about  the  year  190,  was  the 
first  who  held  that  our  Saviour  was  a  mere  man ;  when 
in  refuting  their  pretensions  to  antiquity,  he  goes  no 
farther  back  than  to  IrensBus  and  Justin  Martyr,  though 
in  his  own  writings  alone  he  might  liave  found  a  refuta- 
tion of  his  assertion.''*  It  must  be  confessed,  that  any 
one  who  should  assert  that  Theodotus  was  the  first  who 
taught  a  doctrine,  which  sunk  our  Lord  into  the  rank 
of  mere  man,  might  easily  be  confuted  from  the  eccle- 


*  See  this  two4'oId  quettioii»  concerning  the  faith  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  the 
distinction  between  the  Nazarenes  and  Bbbnitcs,  Urgvly  discussed  In  the  second 
•T  Dr  Priestley's  Letters  to  me,  the  sixth  and  seventh  of  my  Letters  in  reply, 
the  third  of  Dr  Priestley's  second  Letteri|  and  my  remarks  on  his  seooiul  Let* 
ters,— Part  II.  chap.  ii.  and  iii. 

t  Hilt  of  Corrup.  toL  L  p.  19* 
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history  of  Eusebius ;  in  which  the  Gerinthiaiis 
and  ttie  Ebionites^  who  are  taxed  by  all  antiquity  with 
that  impiety,  are  referred  to  an  earlier  period.  The 
truth  however  seems  to  be,  that  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's 
humanity,  like  all  corruptions,  had  its  stages  ;  that  it 
was  carried  by  degrees  to  the  height  which  it  at  last 
attained ;  and  that  Theodotus,  in  this  article,  so  far 
surpassed  the  earlier  heresiarchs,  that  the  merit  of  being 
the  inventor  of  the  mere  humanity,  in  the  precise  and 
full  meaning  of  the  words,  is  with  great  propriety  and 
truth  ascribed  to  him.  When  the  Cerinthians  and  the 
Ebionites  affirmed,  that  Jesus  had  no  existence  previous 
to  Marj's  conception,  and  that  he  was  literally  and 
physically  the  carpenter's  son;  it  might  justly  be  said  of 
them,  that  they  asserted  the  mere  humanity  of  the  Re- 
deemer :  especially,  as  it  could  not  be  foreseen,  that  the 
impiety  would  ever  go  a  greater  length  than  this,  of 
ascribing  to  him  an  origin  merely  human*  These  here- 
ticks,  however,  went  no  farther,  as  I  conceive,  than  to 
deny  our  Lord's  original  divinity :  they  admitted  I  know 
not  what  unintelligible  exaltation  of  his  nature,*  which 
took  place,  as  they  conceived,  upon  his  ascension,  by 
which  he  became  no  less  the  object  of  worship,  than  if 
his  nature  had  been  originally  divine.  But  when  a 
more  daring  (though,  I  confess,  a  far  more  consistent) 
sect  arose ;  denying  that  our  Lord  in  glory,  is  more  than 
a  mortal  man,  raised,  as  all  the  just  will  one  day  be^ 
to  immortality  ;  or  that  he  is  more  the  object  of  adoration 
than  Enoch  or  Elijah ;  these  younger  hereticks,  eclipsed 
the  glory  of  their  timid  ancestors,  and  might  justly  clauu 


*  Sf  the  fourteenth  of  m^  Letten  to  reply,  mo.  $, 
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the  honouFy  of  being  the  first  assertors  of  the  mere  hu- 
manity of  Christ ;  for  they  were  indeed  the  first,  who 
made  humanity  the  whole  of  his  condition.  It  was  un- 
doubtedly in  this  exalted  sense,  that  the  humanity  of 
Christ  was  taught  by  Theodotus ;  for  nothing  short  of 
this  might  serve  Ms  purpose ;  which,  as  we  learn  from 
£piphanius,  was  to  extenuate  the  guilt  of  a  renunciation 
of  his  faith,  which  he  had  made  under  the  terrors  of 
persecution,  by  setting  up  a  plea,  that,  in  renouncing 
Christ,  he  had  not  renounced  his  God,  but  a  man.  This 
plea  could  be  of  no  service  to  Theodotus's  cause,  unless 
Christ  were  a  man,  not  only  in  his  origin,  but  at  the 
time  when  Theodotus  renounced  him.  It  was  therefore 
that  sublime  doctrine,  which  is  at  this  day  taught  in  the 
conventicles*  of  Dr  Priestley  and  MrLindsey ;  the  doc- 
trine of  our  Lord's  mere  undeified  humanity ;  which 
Theodotus,  the  learned  tanner  of  Byzantium,  a  deser- 
ter of  his  Lord,  and  a  fugitive  from  his  country,  broach- 
ed at  Rome,  in  the  end  of  the  second  century.  This 
doctrine,  Dr  Priestley  will  perhaps  find  it  difficult  to 
trace  to  any  earlier  period,  or  to  any  more  respectable 
origin.  No  injury,  therefore,  is  done  to  the  Unitarian 
cause,  when  Theodotus  is  said  to  be  the  first  author  of 
the  Unitarian  doctrine,  in  this  exalted,  finished,  form. 
But  after  all,  this  is  not,  what  Dr  Priestley  imagines  it 
to  be,  the  assertion  of  Eusebius.    It  is  the  assertion  of  a 


*  That  (he  tsaembUes  hekl  by  Mr  Lindteyy  in  £swx-Slreet»  and  by  Dr 
Priestley,  at  Birmingham^  arc  strictly  Cohteictiglxs,  in  the  genuine  forcnsiok 
meaning  of  the  word,  see  proved  in  tlie  seventeenth  of  my  Letters  in  reply, 
»ec.  8;  and  my  ReniaHu  on  Dr  Priestley's  K'cond  Letters, — Part  H.  chap.  iv. 
sec.  6.  And  that  Dr  Priestley  is,  by  his  principles,  disqualified  to  be  the  pastor 
of  any  thing  better  than  a  Conventicle,  see  pi^oved  by  his  own  confession,  in  the 
•eveDteenth  of  his  second  Letters  lo  me* 
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writer  cited  by  Bosebias  withoat  any  name^  It  Bbould 
seem  that  he  was  of  the  Latin  chHrch^  and  that  his  ex- 
pressions  are  to  be  understood  with  particular  reference 
to  the  state  of  religion  in  the  western  worlds  especially 
at  Rome.  Now  it  was  probably  true^  that  Theodotus 
was  the  very  firsts  who,  at  Rome,  in  any  sense,  taught 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ  For  notwithstanding  the 
corrupt  state  of  the  Roman  church  in  later  ages,  it  is 
notorious,  that  she  was  the  last  of  all,  infected  with  any 
gross  heresy.  As  for  the  pretensions  of  the  Unitarians, 
which  it  might  be  incumbent  upon  Eusebios  to  refute, 
they  were  not  simply  pretensions  to  antiquity.  The 
antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  in  a  certain  form,  is 
confessed.  Its  antiquity  is  proved,  by  the  express  cen^ 
sore  which  is  passed  upcm  it  in  St  John's  writings,  both 
Sn  his  first  epistle  and  in  his  gospel,  as  a  dangerous 
error  which  was  in  being  when  he  wrote.  But  the  pre- 
tensions of  the  Unitarians,  which  Eusebius  contradicts, 
were  pretensions  to  a  prior  antiquity :  the  pretence  that 
their  own  doctrine  was  original,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
church,  in  the  time  of  Zephyrinus,  noveU  And  in  refu- 
ting  these  pretensions,  the  writer  quoted  by  Eusebius, 
goes  back  to  the  apostolick  age :  he  goes  back  to  those 
psalms  and  odes,  which  seem  to  be  alluded  to  in  the 
apostolick  epistles,  and  to  the  books  of  holy  writ.^ 

II. 
L  By  these  specimens,  a  judgment  may  be  formed,  of 
the  arguments  and  of  the  facts  by  which  our  author's 
first  assumption  is  supported.    By  exposing  the  weak- 


*  See  this  quettioo  about  Theodotns,  partaed  in  the  eighth  of  Dr  Priestley's 
first  Leuera  to  in%  the  posttcriiHy  lec.  i ;  aod  the  ibnrleeiitli  of  mj  Letters  io 
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ness  of  our  author'i  ai^menUi,  and  by  the  proof  which 
hath  been  produced  from  the  writings  of  Ignatius,  that 
the  diviuity  of  the  Son,  his  full  divinity,  was  acknowl- 
edged by  the  immediate  disciples  of  the  apostles ;  (a 
proof,  which,  had  not  the  work  been  long  since  done  by 
the  learned  Bishop  Bull,  might  have  been  strengthened 
with  a  copious  collection  of  passages  to  the  same  pur* 
pose  from  Ignatius,  Barnabas,  Clemens  Romanus,  Her- 
mas,  and  the  authentick  acts  of  the  martyrdom  of  Poly- 
carp,)  by  the  detection  of  the  fallacy  of  the  ai^uments 
on  the  one  side,  and  by  the  positive  proof  adduced  on 
the  other ;  our  author's  notion  of  the  faith  of  the  first 
Christians,  that  it  was  purely  Unitarian,  is  overturned. 
And  if  this  notion  of  the  first  Christians  be  overturned ; 
the  assertion,  that  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity 
was  an  invention  of  the  second  race,  fiedls  with  it.    For 
what  was  believed  by  the  first  race,  could  be  no  in- 
vention of  the  second.    Nor  can  any  ai^ument  be 
drawn,  from  any  resemblance  that  may  be  imagined 
between  the  Trinity  of  the  Christian  church,  and  the 
three  priuciples  of  the  Platonists,  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  apostles  was  not  rightly  understood  by  theur  first 
converts ;  unless  indeed  it  could  be  proved,  (which  is 
the  tacit  assumption  upou  which  this  objection  is  found- 
ed.) that  the  discoveries  of  revelation,  and  the  investiga- 
tions of  philosophy,  may  never  coincide.     But  why  is  it 
supposed,  that  nothing  can  be  a  part  of  an  inspired 
teacher's  doctrine,  which  had  been  taught  before  by 
wise  men,  who  were  not  inspired  ?  Were  every  iota  rf 
the  gospel  doctrine  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the 
Greek  philosophers,  this  would  not  be  suflBcient  to  set 
aside  the  pretensions  of  the  first  preachers  of  Christianity 
to  a  divine  commission — the  just  conclusion  from  so  per- 
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Sect  an  agreement  wonld  only  be^  that  for  the  great  im- 
portance of  these  doctrines  to  the  manners  of  mankind^ 
it  had  pleased  God  to  make  discoveries  to  all  men  by 
revelation,  to  which  a  few  only  could  attain  by  abstract 
leasooing.    The  case  indeed  is  far  otherwise.    It  is 
ever  to  be  remembered,  for  the  mortification  of  man's 
pride,  and  to  the  praise  of  God's  mercy ;  that  ^<  when  the 
world  by  wisdom  know  not  God,"  when  philosophy  had 
made  its  otmost  efforts,  not  entirely  without  success,  but 
with  little  general  advantage ;  <<  It  pleased  God  by  the 
foolishness  of  preaching,"  by  a  method  of  instruction, 
which  in  the  article  of  religious  information,  bath  abol- 
ished the  distiuction  between  the  philosopher  and  the 
idiot,  ^  to  save  them  that  believe."    But  had  our  sup- 
posed case  actually  obtained,  had  revelation  discovered 
nothing  more  to  all,  than  reason  had  previously  taught  a 
few,  still  to  teach  all  and  to  teach  a  few,  is  so  different  a 
business,  that  the  previous  attainments  of  philosophers/ 
would  have  afforded  no  objection  against  the  pretensions 
of  the  first  preachers  of  the  gospel,  sufficient  to  overturn 
the  evidence  by  which  their  claim  to  a  divine  commis- 
non  is  supported.    Much  less  may  a  resemblance,  more 
or  less  exact,  between  faith  and  philosophy  in  siogle 
aiticles,  create  a  presumption,  that  those  articles  of  faith, 
of  which  certain  philosophical  opinions  seem  to  carry  a 
resemblance,  made  no  part  of  the  doctrine  which  those 
inspired  teachers  taught.    The  resemblance  may  seem 
indeed  a  wonderful  fact,  which  may  justly  draw  the 
attention  of  the  serious  and  inquisitive.   And  if  it  should 
be  deemed  incredible,  as  well  it  may,  that  reason,  in  her 
utmost  strength,  should  ever  ascend  so  high,  as  to  attain 
even  to  a  distant  glimpse  of  truths,  which  have  ever 
been  esteemed  the  most  mysterious  discoyeries  of  reve- 
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lation ;  it  will  become  a  question  of  the  highest  curiosit  j 
and  importance  to  determine^  by  what  means  the  Pla- 
tonick  school  came  by  those  notions  of  the  Godhead, 
which,  had  they  been  of  later  date  than  the  coniiraeuce- 
ment  of  Christianity,  might  have  passed  for  a  very  mild 
corruption  of  the  Christian  faith ;  but  being  in  truth 
much  older,  have  all  the  appearance  of  a  near,  though 
very  imperfect  view,  of  the  doctrine  which  was  after, 
wards  current  in  the  Christian  church. 

S.  The  inquiry  becomes  more  important,  when  it  is 
discovered,  that  these  notions  were  by  no  means  peculiar 
to  the  Flatonick  school ;  that  the  Flatonists  pretended  to 
be  no  more  than  the  expositors  of  a  more  ancient  doc* 
trine,  which  is  traced  from  Plato  to  Parmenides ; 
from  Parmenides  to  his  masters  of  the  Pythagorean 
sect ;  from  the  Pythagoreans  to  Orpheus,  the  earliest  of 
the  Ghrecian  Mystagogues ;  from  Orpheus  to  the  secret 
lore  of  the  Egyptian  priests,  in  which  the  foundations 
of  the  Orphick  theology  were  laid.  Similar  notions  of 
a  triple  principle  prevailed  in  the  Persian  and  ChaldsBan 
theology  ;  and  vestiges,  even  of  the  worship  of  a  Trinity^ 
were  discemable  in  the  Roman  superstition  in  a  very 
late  age.  This  worship,  the  Romans  had  received  from 
their  Trojan  ancestors;  for  the  Trojans  brought  it 
with  them  into  Italy  from  Phrygia.  In  Phrygia  it  was 
introduced  by  Dardanus,  so  early  as  in  the  ninth  century 
after  Noah's  flood — ^Dardanus  carried  it  with  him  from 
Samothrace,  where  the  personages  that  w^ere  the  ob« 
jects  of  it,  were  worshiped  under  the  Hebrew  name  of 
the  Cabirim.  Who  these  Cabirim  might  be,  has  been 
matter  of  unsuccessful  inquiry  to  many  learned  men. 
The  utmost  tliat  is  known  with  certainty  is,  that  they 
were  originally  three,  and  were  called  by  way  of  emU 
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Dence^  the  Great  or  Mighty  Ones  :  for  that  is  the  import 
of  the  Hebrew  name.  And  of  the  like  import  is  flieir 
lAtin  appelladoo^  Penates.  Dii  per  quos  penittia  spu 
ramusy  per  qujos  habemtis  corpus,  per  quos  rationem 
animi  possidemusJ^  Dii  qui  sunt  intrinsecuSy  atque  in 
intimis  penetraHbtis  cadi\.  Thus  the  joint  worship  of 
Japiter,  Juno^  and  Minerva^,  the  Triad  of  the  Koman 
Capitol^  is  traced  to  that  of  the  three  mighty  ones  in 
Samothrace  {;  which  was  established  in  that  island^  at 
what  precise  time  it  is  impossible  to  determine ;  but 
earlier,  if  Eusebias  may  be  credited^  than  the  days  of 
Abraham. 

3.  The  notion  therefore  of  a  Trini^,  more  or  less 
removed  from  the  purity  of  the  Christian  faith,  is  found 
to  have  been  a  leading  principle  in  all  the  ancient 
schools  of  philosophy,  and  in  the  religions  of  almost 
all  nations ;  and  traces  of  an  early  popular  belief  of  it, 
appear  even  in  the  abominable  rites  of  idolatrous  wor< 
ship.  If  reason  was  insufficient  for  this  great  discovery, 
what  could  be  the  means  of  information,  but  what  the 
Flatonists  themselves  assign  e>ioraf(£oloc  e^Myta.  ^^  A 
theology  delivered  from  the  gods,'^  i.  e.  a  revelation. 
This  is  the  account  which  Flatonists,  who  were  no 
Christians,  have  given  of  the  origin  of  their  master's 
doctrine.  But  from  what  revelation  could  they  derive 
their  information,  who  lived  before  the  Christian,  and 
had  no  light  from  the  Mosaick  ?  For  whatever  some 
of  the  early  fathers  may  have  imagined,  there  is  no  evi« 


*  Maerob.  Saturnal.  lib.  iii.  e.  4. 

t  Varro  apod  Araob.  fib.  itl  p.  133.    Lagd.  Bat.  1651. 

t  *-—  Tarquiniua  Demarati  Coriuthii  MuBf—SamothracUt  mystici  imbutut, 
nno  tcmplo  a«  tub  eodem  tttto^  numina  mcmorata  aonjansit  Maorob.  Saturnal. 
lib.  iii.  c.  4. 
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dence  that  Plato  or  Fjtliagoras  were  at  all  acquainted 
with  the  Mosaick  writings :  not  to  insist,  that  the  wor- 
ship of  a  Trinity  is  traced  to  an  earlier  age  than  that 
of  Plato  or  of  Pythagoras,  or  even  of  Moses.  Their 
information  could  be  only  drawn  from  traditions  foun- 
ded  upon  earlier  revelations ;  from  scattered  fragments 
of  the  ancient  patriarchal  creed ;  that  creed,  which  was 
universal  before  the  defection  of  the  first  idolaters,  which 
the  corruptions  of  idolatry,  gross  and  enormous  as  they 
were,  could  never  totally  obliterate.*  Thus,  the  doc- 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  is  rather  confirmed  than  discredited 
by  the  suffrage  of  the  heathen  sages ;  since  the  resem- 
blance of  the  Christian  faith  and  the  Pagan  philosophy 
in  this  article,  when  fairly  interpreted,  appears  to  be 
nothing  less  than  the  consent  of  the  latest  and  the  earli- 
est revelations. 

ni. 

1.  Our  author's  assumption,  that  the  doctrine  of  our 
Lord's  Divinity,  was  an  innovation  of  the  Platonick 
Christians  of  the  second  century,  being  overthrown  by 
direct  proof,  that  this  pretended  innovation  was  a  part 
of  the  faith  of  the  first  Christians ;  all  oblique  and  secon- 
dary arguments,  that  might  otherwise  create  a  presump- 
tion in  our  author's  favour,  are  rendered  wholly  insig- 
nificant. To  Dr  Priestley,  it  seems  a  circumstance  of 
great  importance,  that  these  early  writers  ^^  sometimes 
drop  the  personification  of  the  Logos,  (which  in  his 
opinion  had  been  their  first  step  towards  the  deification 


•  -^—  '*  What  Socratei  said  of  iiim,  what  Plato  writ,  and  the  rett  of  thr 
heathen  philosophers  of  several  nations,  is  all  no  more  than  the  twiiiglit  of  re- 
vekiion,  after  iJie  sun  of  it  was  set  in  the  nee  of  Noah."  Dryden'a  Preface 
to  Meligio  Laid. 
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of  oar  Savioar,*)  and  speak  of  it  as  the  mere  attribote 
of  Gk)d.''t  ^^^  b®  imputes  to  the  difficulty,  with 
which  new  opinions  lay  hold  upon  the  mind ;  and  to 
the  natural  prevalency  of  good  sense,  which  is  such^ 
that  it  will  in  all  cases  often  get  the  better  of  imagina- 
tion.l  Facts  themselves  should  be  established^  before 
conseqaences  are  deduced  from  them.  Let  us  there- 
fore  consider  the  example  by  which  this  assertion  ia 
supported. 

8.  Theophiius  of  Antioch  says,  ^^  that  when  Chid 
aaid.  Let  u$  make  tnan,  he  spake  to  nothing  but  his 
own  Logos,  or  wisdom.'^^  It  must  be  confessed,  that 
the  example  is  happily  chosen.  It  is  clear,  that  in  this 
passage  of  Theophiius,  as  it  is  expressed  in  Dr  Priest- 
ley's translation,  the  Logos  is  described  as  nothing  bmt 
the  Wisdom  of  God :  nothing  but  Hie  own  wisdom. 
His  own  Wisdom  must  be  that  eternal  Wisdom,  which 
is  a  power  of  his  own  Mind,  a  property  of  his  own 
Person :  and,  to  say  that  God  spake  to  ^<  nothing  but 
bis  own  Wisdom,''  is  to  say,  that  lie  spake  to  no  one 
but  himself.  Dr  Priestley,  methinks,  hath  spared  to 
make  the  use  he  might  have  done  of  this  passage  of 
Theophiius ;  which  seems  not  only  to  be,  an  instance  in 
which  Theophiius  drops  the  personification  of  the  Logos 
in  his  own  writings ;  but  to  prove,  that  as  far  as  the 
interpretation  of  the  Old  Testament  is  of  any  impor<» 
tance,  the  authority  of  this  learned  and  ancient  bishop 
of  Antioch  stands  with  the  Unitarian  scheme.    This 


*  Ut5t.  of  Corrup.  part  i.  tee.  il. 
t  Itm).  vok.  i.  p.  J5. 
^  Ibid. 
§liiid. 
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learned  bishop  tells  us^  that  the  writers  of  the  old  Tes- 
tament^ if  ever  they  seem  to  allude  to  a  plurality  of  per- 
sons in  the  Godhead,  speak  figuratively,  and  arc  to  be 
understood  accordingly.  The  allusion  is  perhaps  no 
where  stronger,  than  in  those  words  of  Moses,  in  the 
book  of  Gtenesis, ''  God  said.  Let  us  make/'  God  not 
only  speaks,  <<  God  s^id ;"  but  God  speaks  in  the  plu- 
ral numiV'^^  ^^  Let  us  make  ;*'  as  though  persons  were 
addresse^who  were  to  take  part  with  the  speaker  in 
the  business  to  be  done.  Theophilus,  the  celebrated 
bishop  of  Antioch ;  Theophilus,  so  respectable  fur  his 
cmtiquity,  his  piety,  and  his  learning ;  Theophilus  cau- 
tions us,  not  to  be  over*  confident  of  the  consequences 
which  we  draw  from  this  rigid  exposition  of  the  sacred 
writer's  words.  Theophilus  affirms,  that  the  expression 
is  purely  figurative;  signifying  only,  that  before  man 
was  made,  the  purpose  of  making  him  arose,  and  was 
contemplated,  in  the  divine  intellect.  The  expression 
describes  an  internal  deliberation  of  the  Divine  Mind 
concerning  the  intended  work;  just  as  the  private 
thoughts  and  purposes  of  a  man,  are  sometimes  expres- 
sed under  the  figure  of  a  discourse  passing  within  him- 
self. All  this,  Theophilus  affirms  in  l)r  Priestley^s 
English.  Nothing  of  this  Theophilus  affirms,  speaking 
for  himself,  in  his  own  language,*  vV  olkkq  h  rm  €if»jxi, 

HeinwfiLiv^  aA\    n  t«  iolv%  ^oyQ,  KOii  rn  IolvIm   'Soviet.     TllC 

^  nothing  but"  of  Dr  Priestley's  English,  conveys  quite 
anotlier  idea  than  the  ix  axxcj  tin  ax\  i  of  Theophilns's 
Greek.  The  Logos  and  the  Wisdom,  as  different 
Munes  of  one  thing,  are  connected  by  the  disjunctive  or, 


^Am^'^^^'^mamm^m^m^f^^^m^mtm^^mm^m^^.^m^mmmmii^m^,^ 


*  JUI,  Anloljra  p.  114.   Qmb.  ISM. 
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in  Sr  Priesfley's  English ;  as  names  of  different  things^ 
they  are  connected  by  the  copolative  and,  (Ka/,)  in  The- 
ophilns's  Greek.    The  exact  rendering  of  Theopbilns's 
wordft  is  to  this  effect :  ^^  It  was  to  no  ether  person'' 
(that  is  the  proper  force  of  in  a^x»  vm,  hand  alii  cuipiam) 
^^  Jt  was  to  no  other  person  that  he  said.  Let  us  make^ 
flian  to  his  own  Word,  and  to  his  own  Wisdom/'    v» 
i(xv7«  A9y».  xoi  m  \m/hi  Sofi^    The  repetition  of  the  demon- 
strative article  with  the  pronoun,  as  well  afl  the  connec* 
ticm  by  the  copulative,  clearly  shows  that  A«y9c  and 
Sofifl^  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom,  are  different  things. 
Hath  Dr  Priestley  written  a  history  of  the  Corruptions 
of  Christianity,  and  hath  he  yet  to  learn,  that  in  the 
language  of  Theophilus,  and  of  the  best  writers  of  his 
age,  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom,  (Aoyoc  and  Soviet;)  are 
used  as  proper  names  of  the  second  and  third  persons 
of  the  Trinity?  If  his  own  reading  in  those  early  fathers 
liatb  been  so  confined,  that  not  one  of  the  clear  unequi- 
vocal  instances  that  occur  in  Theophilus  himself,  in 
Origen,  in  Tatian,  and  Iren»us,  hath  ever  fallen  under 
his  own  proper  observation,  he  might  have  been  inform- 
ed of  this  peculiarity  of  their  style,  from  the  notes  which 
accompany  the  text  of  Theophilus,  in  Bishop^  Fell's 
edition,  printed  at  Oxford  in  1684* ;  which,  as  it  is  inser- 
ted in- bis  catalogue^  of  jprtnctpol  editions,  it  is  possible 
lie  may  have  seen»    Theophilus's  assertion,  that  God 
spake  to  no   other  person  than   his  Word  and  his 
wisdom,  is  an  assertion,  that  he  spake  to  persons  of  no 
less  dignity,  than  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost.    It  is 


*  0r  Prieillov's  Prcfiwe,,  p.  xxii. 
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an  assertion  of  the  GathoUck  exposUioo*  of  the  text, 
and  of  the  consequences  deduced  from  it,  in  opposition 
to  the  Jewish  expositors  of  that  age ;  who  contended^ 
that  this  speech  of  God  was  addressed  to  the  angels. 
Theophilus  therefore,  in  tliis  passage,  hath  not  dropped 
the  personification  of  the  iiogos ;  that  is,  he  hath  not  re- 
ceded  from  the  assertion  of  tlie  personality  of  the  liVord. 
He  aflBrms  not,  that  the  Logos,  so  often  mentioned  by 
himself  and  other  writers  as  a  person,  is  no  person,  but 
merely  tlie  Divine  Attribute  of  Wisdom ;  which,  in  the 
usual  language  of  grammarians,  were  rather  to  assert 
the  personiflcationt  than  to  drop  it :  but  by  tlie  names 
of  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom,  he  distinguishes  two 
diff'erent  persons;  saying,  tbeso  Wtto  the  persons  to 
whom  God  spake. 

IV. 
L  We  have  seen  by  what  sort  of  aipiments,  onr 
author's  two  first  assertions,  '<That  the  faith  of  the 
first  age  was  Unitarian,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  our 
Lord's  divinity  was  an  invention  of  the  second/'  are 
supported.  If  he  hath  succeeded  no  better  in  the  proof 
of  his  third  assertion,  concerning  the  Platonick  Chris- 
tians of  the  second  age,  tiie  inventors,  as  he  would  have 
it,  of  our  Lord's  divinity, — that  the  divinity  which  they 
set  up  was  only  of  that  secondary  sort,  which  was  ad- 
mitted  by  the  Arians,  including  neither  eternity^  nor 


*  That  this  it  the  tnie  cxpoation,  that  the  text  deieriba  a  eOBMiltation  which 
pancd  between  the  penoiis  of  the  Godhead,  U  shown  with  great  brevity,  but 
with  the  hig)ieit  degree  of  evidenee  and  penpieuity,  in  Dr  Kenoieott't  disaer- 
tatioD  on  the  Tree  of  life,  p.  29,  30.— -Compare  the  Mme  ditsertation,  p,  71. 

f  Of  my  misappreheniioo  of  the  woni  personification^  as  used  by  Dr  Pi*tettleT, 
and  how  little  it  affects  my  argument,  see  the  thirteenth  of  my  Letters  in 
iu  reply,  see.  2«^. 
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any  proper  necesritj  of  existence,  having  the  mere  name 
of  divinityy  without  any  thing  of  the  real  form ;  if  the 
proof  of  this  tliird  assertion  should  be  found  to  be 
equally  infirm  with  that  of  the  other  two,  his  notion  of 
the  gradual  progress  of  opinions^  from  the  mere  Unita* 
rian  doctrine  to  the  Arian^  and  from  the  Arian  doctrine 
to  the  Athanasian  faith^  must  be  deemed  a  mere  dream^ 
or  fiction,  in  every  part. 

&  It  must  be  acknowledged,  that  the  first  converta 
from  the  Platonick  school,  took  advantage  of  the  resem* 
blance  between  the  evangelick  and  Platonick  doctrine, 
on  the  subject  of  the  Godhead,  to  apply  the  principles 
€i  their  old  philosophy,  to  the  explication  and  the  confir- 
mation of  the  articles  of  their  iaith.    They  defended  it 
by  arguments  drawn  from  Platonick  principles;  they 
even  propounded  it  in  Platonick  language  :  which,  to 
themselves  and  their  contemporaries^  was  the  most  fa* 
miliar  and  intelligible  that  could  be  employed,  upon  so 
abstruse  a  subject.    Nor  was  this  practice  to  be  con- 
demned,  so  long  as  the  Scriptures  and  the  Catholick 
traditions  were  made  the  test  of  truth ;  so  long  as  reve- 
lation was  not  pressed  into  the  service  of  philosophy,  by 
any  accommodation  of  tlie  pure  evangelical  doctrine  to 
preconceived  opinions :  but  philosophy  was  made  to 
exert  her  powers  in  the  defence  of  revelation,  and  to 
lend  her  language  to  be  the  vehicle  of  its  sacred  truths. 
These  might  be  deemed  the  most  promising  means  that 
could  be  employed,  for  bringing  over  more  converts 
firom  the  Pagan  schools ;  and  the  writers,  who  evangel  • 
ized  in  this  philosophical  style,  conceived  perhaps,  that 
they  had  the  sanction  of  an  Apostle's  example,  ^<  for 
becoming  all  things  to  all  men,  that  they  might  gain 
some.'^ 
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3.  Bot  wliatefer  aiig^t  be  the  pority  6i  iinA  ioten. 
HxmBy  the  J  were  goSt j  of  an  unpardonable  demfion 
from  the  prinithre  fitith^  if  it  be  trae,  that  they  muntaiii- 
ed  the  doctrine  which  Dr  Priesaey  ascribes  to  them ; 
namely^  that  the  Son  is  the  mere  contingent  creature  of 
the  Father^*  will  and  power ;  a  production  which  hath 
Bot  always  existed.*  We  have  seen,  that  this  was  not 
the  belirf  of  the  first  age ;  and  if  it  is  to  be  found  in  the 
writings  of  the  second,  it  could  indeed  be  nothing  better 
than  a  corruption  of  religion  by  philosophy. 
•  4k  To  judge  of  tho  truth  of  a  writer's  proposition, 
and  even  to  divine  of  what  sort  the  ailments  will  be^ 
which  he  will  allege  in  support  of  it,  it  is  sometimes 
8ufllci«it  Aat  the  precise  tenor  of  it  be  clearly  under- 
stood. They  were  converts  from  Flatonism,  they  were 
ChristiaBs,  who,  with  their  Christianity,  are  supposed 
to  have  retained  their  Platonism,  to  whom  Dr  Priestley 
ascribes  the  notion  of  a  Logos  which  had  not  always  ex- 
isted, bot  began  to  be,  like  other  creatures,  by  an  act  of 
the  Father's  wflL  After  all  that  Dr  Priestley  hatti 
written,  about  the  resemblance  between  the  ecclesiastical 
and  the  Platonick  Trinity ;  he  hath  yet,  it  seems,  to 
learn,  that  a  created  Logos,  a  Lk^os  wluch  had  ever  not 
existed,  was  no  less  an  absurdity  in  the  academy,  than 
it  is  an  impiety  in  the  church.  The  converts  from  Fla- 
tonism must  ha^n  renounced  their  philosophy,  before 
they  could  be  the  authors  of  this  absurd,  this  monstrous 
opinion«t  As  the  notion  that  this  doctrine  took  its  rise 
with  theui»  betrays  a  total  ignorance  of  the  genuine  prin- 


•  Um.^a  i\u^H«.  \(4. 1  p.  40,  U,  63. 

\  Sx^>  more  u|Mm  tVt»  mhj^ot  in  tlw  eighth  of  Dr  Prie$|Icj*t  first  Letlen  tft 
mi^  «imI  (he  thktcoilli  of  mjr  Lettcct  ia  repb^«  wc.  8. 
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eiqples  tsi  their  school ;  it  is  easy  to  foresee^  that  the  ar» 
gmneDts  brought  in  support  of  it,  can  only  be  founded  in 
gross  misconstructidns  of  their  language*  That  this  if 
indeed  the  case>  will  be  abundantly  proved  by  a  single 
instance. 

0.  Athenagoras  is  one  of  the  writers  to  whom  Dr 
FHesiley  refine  for  a  proof  of  his  assertion.  The  pas* 
sage  which  he  cites^  as  affording  a  proof  that  Athena* 
goras  believed  not  that  Christ  had  always  existed,  or 
that  the  laogos  had  always  existed,  otherwise  than  as 
an  attribute  of  the  Bivine  Mind,  happens  to  be  one,  in 
whfch  that  Philosophick  father  asserts  the  etemiiy  of 
the  Ijogoe^  as  a  distinct  person,  in  the  most  explicit 
terms ;  and  argues  in  support  of  it,  from  a  certain  rela- 
tion oi  the  Logos  to  the  paternal  intellect,  wliich  the 
name^  Logos,  implies.  <<  Athenagoras/'  says  Dr  Priest* 
ley,  ^<  calls  Clirist  the  first  production  of  the  Father ; 
but  says,  he  was  not  always  actually  produced ;  for  fliat 
from  the  beginning,  God,  being  an  eternal  mind,  had 
reason  in  himself,  being  from  eternity  rational.'^*  But 
let  us  hear  Athenagoras  himself.f  ^^  If/^  says  he,  ^<  en- 
dowed as  you  are  with  superior  understanding,'^  (he 
addresses  the  Emperors  Marcus  Aurelius  Antoninus^ 
and  Locins  Aurelius  Gommodus,)  it  should  occur  to 
yon  to  inquire,  whence  it  is  that  he  is  called  a  Son,  I 
wHl  explain  it  in  a  few  words.  (It  is)  that  he  is  to  the 
Father  (as)  the  first  offspring.  Not  as  something  made, 
(This  b  the  true  sense  of  the  words,  in  which  Dr  Priest* 
ley  imagines  that  it  is  said  that  Christ  was  not  always 
produced)  ^^  Not  as  something  made.    For  GKkI,  being 


*  Hiat.  of  Comip.  toI.  i.  p.  3C. 
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an  eternal  intelligence,  himself  from  the  be^nning  had 
the  Logos  in  himself,  bdog  eternally  rational."    The 
learned  father  undertakes  to  explain  to  the  philosophic 
cal  emperors,  why  the  second  person  in  the  ever  hies* 
sed  Trinity,  is  called  the  Hon.    He  tells  them,  that 
this  name  is  expressive  of  a  certain  relation,  which  the 
Mcond  person  stands  in  to  the  first,  who  is  called  the 
Father ;  which  relation  is  that  of  the  eldest  bom.    But 
lest  the  relation  of  primogeniture  should  lead  to  the  no- 
tion of  a  proper  physical  generation,  which  would  sink 
the  Son  into  the  rank  of  a  creature,  (for  generation  is 
only  a  particular  way  in  which  certain  things  are  made,} 
be  says,  that  the  birth  or  generation  of  the  Son,  is  not 
to  be  understood  as  if  he  were  something  that  had  been 
ever  made ;  as  if  his  being  had  commenced,  at  any  cer* 
tain  time,  by  the  inducement  of  a  form  upon  a  pre-exis- 
ting material.    For  that  is  the  general  notion  of  a  ma- 
lung  ;  although  in  common  speech  it  is  usual  to  say  of 
those  things  only,  that  they  are  made,  to  which  the 
form  is  given  at  once  by  the  hand  of  the  artist    When 
the  form  is  gradually  brought  on  by  the  plastick  pow- 
ers of  nature,  the  secret  process  is  called  generation : 
which  is  therefore  but  a  sort  of  making,  and  differs 
from  that  which  is  usually  called  a  making,  in  the 
means  only  by  which  the  end  is  compassed.  Athenago- 
ras  therefore  gives  the  emperors  a  caution,  not  to  under- 
stand by  the  generation  of  the  Son,  a  generation  in  the 
literal  sense  of  the  word,  which  comes  under  the  gener- 
al notion  of  a  making :  not  to  understand  by  it  any  thing 
like  that  natural  process,  by  which  the  bodies  of  plants 
and  animals,  and  some  other  substances,  are  carried 
forward  from  a  potential  to  an  actual  existence.     The 
generation  of  the  Son  cannot  be  understood,  he  says, 
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of  anj  rach  production,  because  his  actual  existence  is 
from  eternity.     Tbis^  he  says,  is  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  Uie  confessed  eternity  of  the  Father.    Tho 
IfOgos  hath  existed  from  eternity,  in  union  ivith  the  Fa* 
ther;  ^^  because  Ood,  being  eternally  rational,  ever  had 
the  LogoB  in  himself/'    The  sense  is,  that  the  personal 
subsistence  of  a  Divine  Logos  is  implied  in  the  very 
idea  of  a  God.    And  the  argument  rests  on  a  principle 
which  was  common  to  all  the  Platonick  fathers,  and 
seems  to  be  founded  in  Scripture,  that  the  existence  of 
the  Son,  flows  necessarily  from  the  Divine  Intellect  ex- 
erted on  itself;  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of  his 
own  perfections.    But  as  the  Father  ever  was,  his  per- 
fections have  ever  been,  and  his  intellect  hath  been  ever 
active.    But  perfections,  which  have  ever  been,  the  ever 
active  Intellect  must  ever  have  contemplated  ;  and  the 
contemplation  which  hath  ever  been,  must  ever  have 
been  accompanied  with  its  just  effect,  the  personal  exis- 
tence of  the  Son.     Athenagoras  having  thus  proved^ 
that  the  generation  of  the  Son  can  be  only  a  figurative 
generation,  proceeds  to  explain  the  figure,  by  assigning 
the  particular  transaction  to  which  he  conceives  it  to 
allude :  which  is  no  commencement  of  the  Son's  exist- 
ence ;  not  even  that  act  of  the  Paternal  Mind,  in  which 
the  existence  of  the  Son  originates ;  but  the  going  forth 
of  the  Son  to  exert  his  powers  in  the  business  of  crea- 
tion.    <<He  is,"  says  Athenagoras,  ^' to  the  Father  as 
the  first  offspring ;  not  as  something  that  was  ever  made : 
but  that  he  went  forth  to  be  idea  and  energy  in  material 
substances,  which  lay  yet  in  chaos,  unqualified  and  un* 
distinguished;  the  dense  promiscuously  mingled  with 
the  rare,  waiting  the  operation  of  the  active  spirit  to  im* 
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7«  It  is  bat  jaslice  to  Dr  Priestley,  to  acknowledgep 
\v'bat  indeed  he  oaght  to  have  acknowledged  for  bimselfn 
that  in  this  misinterpretation  of  the  Platonick  father^Si 
he  is  not  original :  that  he  hath  upon  his  side  the  re* 
spectable  authority  of  two  very  eminent  divines  of  the 
Roman  churchy — Petaviusand  Uuelius:  which  however 
is  no  more  than  a  single  authority ;  the  pious  bishop  of 
Avranches,  upon  this  subject,  being  but  the  echo  of  the 
very  learned  Jesuit.  It  is  not  the  reason  to  revive  past 
quarrels:  one  is  therefore  unwilling  to  recollect  the 
motives,  which  induced  Petavius  to  belie  bis  better 
knowledge,  and  to  chai^  Ithe  philosophical  fathers  of 
the  second  century  with  errors,  which  he  was  too  learn* 
ed  not  to  know  no  Platonist  could  entertain*  But  at 
the  time  when  Petavius  wrote,  the  minds  of  the  most 
enlightened  and  liberal  of  the  Bomanists,  were  so  ill 
reconciled  to  the  separation  of  the  reformed  churches  from 
their  communion,  that  it  was  the  fashion  for  the  cham- 
pions of  the  Papal  superstition,  in  order  to  weaken  the 
support  which  they  were  sensible  the  Protestant  cause 
received,  from  the  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  three 
first  centuries,  to  take  every  method  to  derogate  from 
their  authority.  And  this,  it  was  thought,  could  in  no 
way  be  more  effectually  done,  than  by  bringing  them 
under  a  suspicion  of  misbelief,  in  doctrines  which  the 
reformed  churches,  and  the  Roman,  hold  in  equal  re- 
verence. The  learned  Petavius  considered  not,  that 
he  sacrificed  the  cause  of  our  common  Christianity  to 
the  private  views  of  his  own  church,  in  thus  attempting 
to  corrupt  the  stream  of  tradition  at  the  very  fountain- 
head.  His  arguments,  which  Dr  Priestley  hath  at- 
tempted to  revive,  are  examined  and  confuted  with 
great  erudition  and  ability^  by  the  excellent  Bishop 
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Ball,  in  the  third  section  of  his  ^^  Defence  of  the 
Micene  Faith. 

8.  The  last  specimen  which  1  shall  prodace,  of  Dr 
Priestley's  manner  of  arguing  from  aathorilies,  shall  be 
taken  from  his  short  account  of  the  word  Trinity.* 
This  word,  he  says,  first  made  its  appearance  in  the 
writingi  oi  Theophilns,  bishop  of  Antioch.  But  Dr 
Priestley  thinks  ^^  it  is  not  clear  that  by  it  he  meant,  a 
Trinity  consisting  of  the  same  persons  that  it  was  after- 
wards made  to  consist  of:''  and  he  affirms,  that  it  is  cer- 
tain, a  Trinity  of  persons  in  the  Godhead,  was  not 
meant  by  Theophilus;  and  thus  Theophilus  for  the  second 
time,  is  brought  to  ^ve  evidence  against  his  own  opinion. 
Bnt  whence  arises  the  certainty,  that  a  Trinity  of  persons 
is  not  meant  by  Theophilus?  From  no  other  circumstance, 
that  I  can  perceive,  but  that  the  word  Trinity  is  expressly 
expounded  in  the  text  of  Theophilus,  by  God,  his  Word, 
and  his  Wisdom.  ^^  The  three  days,"  says  Theophi- 
Ins,  ^  which  preceded  the  creation  of  the  luminaries, 
were  types  of  the  Trinity ;  of  God,  and  of  his  Word, 
and  of  his  Wisdom."!  It  hath  already  been  observed, 
that  Gk)d,  his  Word,  and  his  Wisdom,  in  the  phraseol- 
ogy of  Theophiltts's  age,  were  used  for  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  this  assembly, 
to  cite  the  numerous  examples  that  occur  in  Theophilus, 
Tatian,  Irenseus,  and  Origen«r    It  may  be  mote  useful 


*  liisC.  of  Corrap.  vol.  i.  p.  99. 
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h^\Ti%  eTtdentljr  an  omiasioiL 
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to  explain  tho  groands  opoa  whicb^  as  I  concdTe^  fhis 
language  was  adopted. 

9.  We  have  seen  that  the  Platonick  fathers^  althoo^ 
they  held  the  eternity  of  the  second  person  no  less  than 
of  the  firsts  imagined^  that  his  generation  stgntfied  a  par* 
ticular  transaction^  which  took  place  at  a  certain  time. 
And  it  is  probable  that,  although  they  held  the  eternity 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  yet  they  conceived,  that  the  proces- 
sion  expressed  some  projection  of  his  oneirics,  which 
took  place  at  the  same  time  with  that,  which  they  under- 
stood to  be  the  generation  of  the  Son.  They  imagined, 
that  the  second  person  was  not  properly  a  Son,  before 
that  event,  which  they  understood  by  his  generation : 
and  they  would  equally  imagine,  that  the  third  was  not 
properly  the  Spirit,  before  the  event  which  thejr  under* 
atood  by  his  procession.  Bat  they  conceived,  that  the 
second  person  liad  ever  been  the  Word,  and  that  the 
third  had  ever  been  the  Wisdom.  Of  the  first  they  con-, 
ceived,  that  he  was  not  properly  a  Father,,  before  the  se- 
cond was  a  Son ;  although  he  ever  had  been  God.  I 
have  already  given  my  opinion  of  these  subtle  distinc- 
tions ;  for  which  the  best  apology  (for  an  apology  they 
need)  is  the  evident  good  intentbn  of  the  writers,  wha 
first  maintained  them.  But  upon  these  distinctions, 
whether  just  or  visionary,  their  phraseology  soems  to 
have  been  founded.  They  thought  the  names  of  God, 
the  Word,  and  the  Wisdom,  which  express  of  each  of 
the  three  divine  persons,  what  each  hath  always  been  ; 
were  appellations  to  be  generally  preferred  to  those  of 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  which  express  relations 
only,  which,  acceding  to  theu-  fancy,  had  not  always 
been.    And  this  explains  the  reason,  why  they  used 
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the  word  God^  m  the  peculiar  appellation  of  the  Father. 
It  was  not  that  they  scrupled  to  ascribe  an  equal  divin* 
i^  to  all  the  three  Persons ;  but  ihat^  rejecting  the  sim- 
pler nomendatare  founded  on  relations,  they  desired  to 
call  each  person^  by  the  name  which  they  conceived  to 
be  most  descriptive  of  his  essence :  and  of  the  essence  <rf 
the  Father,  they  could  find  no  name  at  all  descriptive, 
bat  the  general  appellation, — God. 

10.  The  three  names  therefore,  God,  the  Word,  and 
the  Wisdom,  in  the  language  of  Theophilus's  age,  were 
anderstood  to  be  equivalent  to  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost :  and  when  Theophilus  expounds  the  word  Tri« 
NiTY,  by  Ghid,  his  Word,  and  his  Wisdom,  it  is  just  the 
same  thing  as  if  be  had  rendered  it  by  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Ghost  How  this  exposition  may  create  a  doubt, 
whether  Theophilus's  Trinity  consisted  of  the  same 
persons  with  the  Trinity  of  later  ages ;  how  it  may  pro- 
duce a  certainty,  that  Theopliilus's  was  not  a  Trinity  ot 
persons  in  the  Gk>dhead,  it  is  not  my  business  to  explain. 
Dr  Priestley  should  have  opened  this  mystery ;  but  he 
hath  not  condescended  to  give  his  readers  any  farther 
light  than  his  own  naked  assertion,  that  the  thing  is,  as 
he  would  choose  that  it  should  be ;  which  in  this,  as  in 
other  cases,  he  seems  to  thiuk  may  pass  for  a  suflBcient 
proof,  of  any  of  the  paradoxes  of  his  own  party. 

11.  Perhaps  his  doubt  about  tlie  real  meaning  of  the 
word,  and  his  confident  persuasion  that  it  was  no  Trin- 
ity of  persons  in  the  Godhead,  have  arisen  from  the  ob- 
scurity of  which  he  complains,  in  the  subsequent  part  of 
the  sentence,  where  the  Word  aud  the  Wisdom  arc 
mentioned  again.  It  is  indeed  but  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose, that  these  words  are  used  in  the  same  seu^e  in 
both  places*    But  in  this  second  place,  the  Wisdom, 
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Dr  Pricslley  mi^t  imagine^  could  be  uo  divine  person. 
For  in  Dr  Priestley's  English,  the  latter  clause  of  tlie 
sentence  mns  thus :  ^*  The  fourth  day  is  the  type  of 
Man,  who  needs  lights  that  the  Word  may  bo  God;  and 
the  MsA  Wisdom.'^  This  passage,  Dr  Priestley  ob- 
serves,  is  ^^  certainly  obscure  enough.'^  You  all,  I  am 
persuaded,  agree  in  the  truth  of  his  remark ;  and  you 
will  equally  agree  in  mine,  if  1  venture  to  say  much 
more  of  the  latter  clause :  that  it  is  certainly  unintelligi- 
ble—in Dr  Priestley's  translation.  But  turn  to  the  oii- 
ginal— the  whole  obscurity  will  vanish ;  and  instead  of 
it,  yon  will  find  that  striking  perspicuity  of  language, 
which  is  the  characteristick  beauty  of  Theophilus's  style. 
Having  said,  that  the  three  first  days  of  creation  were- 
types  of  the  Trinity,  Thcophilus  adds,  ^<  That  the  fourth 
was  a  type  of  Man,  who  is  in  need  of  light.  That  there 
might  be,  or,  so  that  there  is,  Grod,  the  Word,  the  Wis- 
dom,  Man.''^  This  last  clause  is  nothing  but  an  enu- 
meration of  all  that  had  been  mentioned,  as  typified  in 
the  first  four  days  of  creation.  To  explain  how  these 
days  were  types  of  what  they  are  supposed  to  represent, 
might  indeed  be  difficult :  but  in  the  age  of  Theophilus, 
the  great  art  of  interpreting  the  Old  Testament,  wa» 
supposed  to  consist  in  making  types  out  of  every  thing. 
The  sense,  however,  of  the  writer,  is  expressed  with 
the  greatest  perspicuity.  It  is  evident  from  his  own 
exposition  of  the  word,  that  he  speaks  of  uo  other  Tri- 
nity  than,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.  It  appears 
therefore,  from  the  testimony  of  Theophilus,  that  the 
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trord  was  used  at  first  in  no  other  sense,  than  that  which 
it  hath  borne  in  later  ages.  The  word  hath  not  changed 
its  original  meaning ;  but  in  this,  as  in  most  of  his  as- 
sertions,  Dr  Priestley  is  confuted  by  his  own  author!* 
ties. 

18.  I  feel  no  satisfaction  in  detecting  the  weaknessA 
of  this  learned  writer's  argument,  but  what  arises  from 
a  conacioQsness,  that  it  is  a  discharge  of  some  part  of 
Che  do^,  which  I  owe  to  the  church  of  God.  It  is  a 
mortifying  proof  of  the  infirmity  of  the  human  mind,  in 
the  b%hest  improvement  of  its  faculties  in  the  present 
life,  that  such  fallacies  in  reasoning,  such  misconstrue* 
tions  of  authorities,  such  distorted  views  of  facts  an4 
opinions,  shoald  be  found  in  the  writings  of  a  man,  to 
whom,  of  all  men  of  the  present  age,  some  branches  of 
the  experimental  sciences  are  the  most  indebted. 

V. 

1.  May  I  be  permitted  to  close  this  long  address, 
with  a  word  of  exhortation  to  the  younger  members  of 
the  priesthood. 

2.  The  actual  state  of  things  is  such,  that,  to  tlie 
greater  part  of  those  who  engage  in  it,  our  holy  profes« 
non  must  furnish  the  means  of  a  subsistence.  The  con* 
sequence  is,  that  we  are  obliged  to  enter  upon  it  in  an 
early  season  of  our  lives,  when  it  is  well  if  we  have 
previously  laid  a  good  foundation  in  our  minds,  of  the 
very  first  principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ :  and  a  due 
proficiency  in  the  theological  studies,  must  be  the  attain* 
aent  of  future  industry.  To  the  novitiates  therefore  of 
our  order,  considered  as  unfinished  theolo^ans,  I  tak|3 
the  liberty  to  recommend  the  diligent  study  of  the  works 
of  Bishop  Bull ;  especially  of  his  writings  on  the  sub* 
ject  of  the  Trinity,  with  the  annotations  of  Grabe,  his 
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learned  editor.  Id  these,  tbey  will  find  an  exact  and 
critical  detail,  of  the  opinions  of  the  fathers  of  the  three 
first  centaries.  They  will  find  the  faith  of  the  church 
of  England  confirmed,  and  proved  to  be  the  original 
faith,  by  a  tradition,  traced  with  certainty  to  the  apos* 
tolick  age.  And  they  will  find  every  argument  refuted, 
which  the  Unitarian  party  have  yet  been  able  to  form, 
upon  their  own  views,  of  the  opinions  of  the  earliest 
ages. 

3.  The  study  of  Bishop  Bull,  if  leisure  is  not  want- 
^g^  mc^y  he  followed  or  accompanied  with  advantage, 
by  that  of  the  ecclesiastiral  historians ;  of  the  original 
historians,  I  mean,  Eusebius,  Hocrates,  Bozomen,  and 
Theudoret.  As  for  modem  histories,  the  use  of  them, 
without  a  previous  acquaintance  with  the  ancient  writers, 
is  rather  to  be  discouraged  than  recommended.  By 
those  who  are  already  learned  iu  the  subject,  they  may 
be  read  indeed  with  emolument ;  as  commentaries  on 
the  ancient  text  of  history,  as  it  lies  in  the  original 
writers,  which  may  occasionally  throw  light  upon  dark 
and  doubtful  questions.  But,  as  books  of  elementary 
instruction  for  beginners,  they  will  generally  be  perni- 
cious ;  for  it  will  too  often  be  found  to  be  the  case,  that 
the  narrative  is  accommodated,  not  through  premeditated 
fraud,  but  in  the  mere  error  of  prejudice,  eitlier  to  the 
private  opinions  of  the  writer,  or  to  the  interests  of  his 
aect.  Of  this,  Br  Priestley's  work  is  a  striking  exam, 
pie.  No  work  was  perhaps  ever  sent  abroad,  under 
the  title  of  a  history,  containing  less  of  truth  than  his,  in 
proportion  to  its  volume. 

4.  From  ecclesiastical  history,  the  student  learns 
what  the  faith  of  the  church  hath  at  all  times  been  ; 
and  he  is  enabled  to  separate  the  |iure  doctrine  of  the 
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Int  age,  from  all  later  imioTations :  a  matter  at  all  times 
of  the  highest  momeot ;  but  of  particular  importance  in 
the  present  jancture,  when  the  whole  ability  and  leam- 
iog  of  the  Unitarian  party  is  exerted^  to  wrest  from  us 
the  argament  from  tradition.    The  importance  of  the 
aigmnent  from  tradition,  rests  upon  the  supposed  infal- 
libility ^  the  fost  preachers.    The  opinion  of  their  in* 
fallibility,  rests  upon  the  belief  of  their  divine  illumina- 
tiion.    The  consequence  of  a  divine  illumination  is,  that 
tbehr  whole  doctrine  must  have  been — not  indeed  ob- 
Yioiis  to  the  human   understanding-^not  within   the 
nach  of  its  unassisted  power  to  discover — ^but  consonant 
to  the  lughest  reason,  nor  too  difficult,  when  propounded, 
for  the  human  apprehension ;  and  though  not  free  from 
paradoxes,  certainly  not  encumbered  with  contradictions. 
No  tradition  therefore  may  avail  to  prove,  that  any 
Bumifest  contradiction;  that  a  part,  for  instance,  is  equal 
to  the-whole,  or  that  the  same  thing  in  the  same  respect, 
is  at  tine  same  time  one  and  many,  was  a  part  of  the 
apostolick  doctrine ;  if  the  inspiration  of  the  apostles  be 
admitted.     Or,  if  it  should  appear,  from  the  evidence  of  a 
tradition  which  cannot  reasonably  be  questioned,  that 
the  apostles  really  required  the  belief  of  contradictions 
under  the  name  of  mysteries  ;  their  pretence  to  inspira- 
tion will  be  refuted,  and  the  credit  of  their  doctrine 
overturned.    For  as  the  evidence  of  intuition  is  far  su- 
perior to  that  of  sense  ^  no  external  evidence  may  estab- 
lish the  belief  of  a  contradiction  ;  since  no  testimony  that 
a  contradiction  is,  should  be  allowed  to  overpower  the 
intaitive  conviction  that  it  cannot  be.      An  inqniry, 
therefore,  into  the  reasonableness  of  our  faith,  as  well 

just  views  of  its  history,  is  of  great  importance. 

S.  The  reasonableness  of  our  faith  will  be  best  ua* 


derstood,  from  the  vritingB  of  the  fathers  of  the  three 
first  centories.  And  among  these,  those  wicked  Fla^ 
tonists  of  the  second  age,  who,  in  Dr  Priestley's  judg- 
ment, sowed  the  seeds  of  the  anUchristian  corruption, 
deserve  particular  attention ;  for  the  great  perspicuity 
with  which,  in  general,  they  expound  the  fSuth,  and  the 
great  ability  with  which  they  defend  it.  And  as  these 
corrupters,  brought  with  them  into  the  church  the  lan- 
guage of  their  school,  (I  say  the  language,  for  its  opin« 
ions,  except  so  far  as  they  harmonized  with  the  gospel, 
they  had  the  ingenuity  to  retract,*)  the  writings  of  the 
Pagan  philosophers,  particularly  the  Platonists,  will  be 
of  considerable  use  to  the  Christian  student ;  as  they  will 
bring  him  more  acquainted  with  a  phraseology,  which 
is  used  even  by  the  Christian  Platonists :  nor  for  this 
purpose  only,  but  for  some  degree  of  light  which  they 
will  throw  upon  the  argument.  The  error  of  the  later 
Platonists  was,  that  they  warped  the  genuine  doctrine 
of  the  original  tradition,  their  Ouirctfo&olct  Gto^^yia^  to  a 
form  in  which  it  might  be  in  friendship  with  the  popular 
idolatry.  Their  writings  therefore  are  a  mine,  in  which 
the  true  metal  is,  indeed,  miugled  with  a  dross  of  hete- 
rogeneous  substances ;  but  yet,  the  richness  of  the  ore 
is  such,  as  may  well  repay  the  cost  and  trouble  of  the 
separation.  Or,  if  leisure  should  be  wanting,  for  a 
minute  study  of  a  subject  which  may  seem  but  of  a  se- 
condary importance ;  it  will  at  least  be  expedient,  I  had 
almost  said  it  will  be  necessary,  to  know  so  much  of  the 
opinions  of  heathen  antiquity,  as  is  to  be  learned  from 
those  authentick  documents^  which  the  industry  of  the 


*  See  the  beginning  of  JaiUn  Martxr*!  Dialogue  with  Trypho;  rmT  Thec^h. 
ad  Autolyek,  Ub.  ». 
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Indefatigible  Godwcnrth  hath  collected  and  arranged^ 
with  great  judgment,  in  his  Intellectaal  System. 

6.  The  advantage  to  be  expected  from  these  deep 
imearcheSy  is  not  any  insight  into  the  manner  in  which 
the  three  Divine  Persons  are  united;  a  knowledgSi 
which  is  indeed  too  high  for  man,  perhaps  for  angels ; 
which,  in  oor  present  condition  at  least,  is  not  to  be 
attained^  and  ought  not  to  be  sought ;  but  that  just 
apprehension  of  the  Scripture  doctrine,  which  will  show 
that  it  is  not  one  of  those  things  that  ^<  no  miracles  can 
prove,^'*  will  be  the  certain  fruit  of  the  studies  recom- 
mended. They  will  lead  us  to  see  the  Scripture  doc- 
trine in  its  true  light :  that  it  is  an  imperfect  discovery, 
not  a  contradiction.  That  the  Catbolick  faith  is  not 
properly  compared  with  the  tale  of  Mahomet's  journey 
to  the  third  heaven ;  his  conferences  there,  while  the 
pitcher  of  water  fell ;  or  even  with  the  doctrine  of  tran- 
anbstantiation  if  that  even  the  Athanasian  creed,  is 
aomething  very  different  from,  a  set  <^  of  contradictions 
the  most  direct  which  any  person,  the  most  skilled  in 
logiclE,  might  draw  up'^j: — a  ceusure,  which  cuuld 
hardly  have  fallen  from  our  learned  adversary,  Uuita- 
rian  as  he  is,  had  he  but  known  so  common  a  book  as 
Dr  Waterland's  History  and  Paraphrase.  In  the  opin- 
ions of  the  Pagan  Flatonists,  we  have  in  some  degree 
an  experimental  proof,  that  this  abstruse  doctrine  cannot 
be  the  absurdity,  which  it  seems  to  those  who  misunder- 


•  •*  They  are  things  which  no  miraclet  can  prove,"  says  Dr  Priestley,  in  his 
Address  to  Mr  Gibbon,  speaking  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Triuiry^  aci  the 
Atonement.    See  Hist,  of  Corrup.  toI.  ii.  p.  861. 

7  Hist  of  Comip.  toL  ii.  p.  46). 

t  Ibid.  voL  i.  p.  87. 
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stand  it.  Would  Plato^  would  porphyry,  would  eveo 
Plotinus,  have  believed  the  miracles  of  Mahomet,  or 
the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation  ?  But  they  all  belie- 
ved a  doctrine,  which,  so  far  at  least,  resembles  the 
Nicene,  as  to  be  loaded  with  the  same,  or  greater  ob- 
jections. By  every  one,  who  will  thus  combine  the 
studies  of  divinity  and  philosophy,  tlie  truth  of  Plato's 
observation,  I  am  persuaded,  will  be  soon  experienced : 
tiiat,  to  those  who  apply  themselves  to  these  speculations, 
with  a  humble  disposition  to  be  taught,  rather  than  with 
the  unphilosophical  and  irreligious  habit,  of  deciding 
hastily  upmi  the  first  view  of  difficulties ;  what  at  first 
appeared  the  most  incredible^  will,  in  the  end,  seem  the 
most  evident  and  certain ;  and  maxims,  which  seemed  at 
first  indisputable,  will  be  discarded.* 

7*  An  extensive  erudition  in  Pagan,  as  well  as  Chris- 
inn  antiquity,  joined  with  a  critical  understanding  of 
the  sacred  text ;  is  that  which  hath  so  long  enabled  the 
clergy  of  the  church  of  England,  to  take  the  lead  among 
Protestants,  as  the  apologists  of  the  apostolick  faith  and 
discipline;  and  to  baffle  the  united  strength  of  their 
adversaries,  of  all  denominations.  Crod  forbid,  that 
through  an  indolence,  which  would  be  unpardonable 
we  should  ever  lose  the  superiority  which  we  have  so 
long  maintained.  The  acquisition  of  learning  is  indeed 
laborious,  but  the  fruit  is  sweet.  The  private  satisfac 
tion  that  it  must  give,  to  every  minister  of  the  church  of 
England,  to  understand,  that  his  engagements  to  the 
establishment,  are  perfectly  consistent  with  his  higher 
obligations  to  God  and  Christ ;  is  alone  sufficient,  to 


*•    ■  T      1        ■■  I  I  -  ■  -  ,  .  -  1-_ 


•  PUto  iQ  Epist  ad  Dionya. 
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TCpay  the  labour  of  the  stadies,  which  afford  this  com* 
fbrtable  coorictiotiy  and  coutribute  to  its  daily  growth. 
But  private  satisfaction  is  not  the  end  of  our  pursuits. 
The  nobkr  end  is  publick  edification.  It  is  a  maxim 
of  Dr  Priestley's^  that  every  man^  who  in  his  conscience 
dissents  from  the  established  charch,  is  obliged  in  con., 
science  to  be  a  declared  dissenter.  I  honour  the  gene- 
rosity of  the  sentiment 


f  ixor  ttn 


AXA*  ahKol%  Trodiuff  oXoic  axox/oric— — 

It  ought,  much  more^  to  be  the  sentiment  of  every  one 
who  stands  with  the  received  doctrine, — to  be  a  declared 
churchman.  If  he  would  reap  any  solid  advantage 
from  the  purity  of  his  faith,  he  must  be  an  open  and 
avowed  believer ;  lest,  if  he  confess  not  Christ,  his  Gh)d 
nxkd  Saviour,  before  men,  he  should  not  be  at  last  con- 
fessed before  the  angels  of  heaven.  If  this  confession 
be  the  general  duty  of  every  man,  who  feels  conviction  ; 
it  is  the  particular  duty  of  every  man,  who  hath  been 
called  to  the  evangelist's  office.  He  holds  the  authority 
of  his  commission  for  no  other  purpose,  but  to  be  a  wit- 
ness of  the  truth.  A  conviction  that  it  is  the  truth^ 
founded  on  a  deep  investigation  of  the  subject,  will  sup- 
ply him  with  firmness,  to  persevere  in  the  glorious  at- 
testation, unawed  by  the  abilities  of  his  antagonists,  un- 
daunted  by  obloquy,  unmoved  by  ridicule :  which  seem 
to  be  the  trials  which  God  hath  appointed,  instead  of 
persecution,  in  the  present  age,  to  prove  the  sincerity 
and  patience  of  the  faithful.    The  advocate  of  that 
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8oand  form  of  words,  which  was  originally  delivered  (o 
the  saints,  hath  to  expect  that  his  opinions  will  be  the 
open  jest  of  the  Unitarian  party  :  that  bis  sincerity  will 
be  called  in  question :  or,  if  <<  a  bare  possibility  of  bis 
being  in  earnest''*  be  charitably  admitted,  the  misfor* 
tune  of  his  education  will  be  lamented,  and  his  preju. 
dices  deplored.  All  this  insult  will  not  alarm  nor  dis« 
compose  him.  He  will  rather  glory  in  the  recollection^ 
that  his  adherence  to  the  faith  of  the  first  ages  hath  pro- 
voked it  The  conviction,  winch  he  will  all  the  while 
enjoy,  that  his  philosophy  is  Plato's  and  bis  creed  St 
John's,  will  alleviate  the  mortification  he  might  other- 
wise feel  in  diifering  from  Dr  Priestley :  nor  suffer  liim 
to  think  the  evil  insupportable,  although  the  consequence 
of  this  dissent,  should  be,  that  he  must  share  with  the 
excellent  Bishop  of  Worcester,  in  Dr  Priestley's  ^^  pity 
and  indignation."t  Not  indeed  that  he  will  hold  any 
good  man's  good  opinion  cheap ;  or  esteem  it  a  light 
evil,  that  a  conscientious  attachment  to  the  truth,  should 
embroil  him  with  those,  whose  talents  he  will  revere, 
and  whose  virtues  he  ivill  love.  But  he  will  esteem  it 
but  a  temporary  evil :  an  evil  which  providence,  in 
mercy,  hath  appointed  for  the  trial  of  his  faith,  and  the 
improvement  of  his  habits  of  disinterested  obedience :  an 
evil,  therefore,  which  the  spirit  of  a  Christian  will  sup. 
port ;  suffering  neither  the  misfortune  to  deject,  nor  the 
injury  to  irritate.    Adoring  the  wisdom  of  that  niyste- 


•  Him.  of  Corrup.  toI.  ii.  p.  471. 

t  **  To  see  such  men  as  Bishop  Ilurd  in  this  class  of  writers,  (the  defenders 
of  the  establisliment,)  when  h(*  b  qualified  to  class  with  Tillotson,  ffoadlcy,  and 
Clarke;  equally  excites  one's  pitj  and  huUgnation.'*  Hist,  of  CoRtp.  vol.  ii. 
p.  471. 
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rioiu  dispeosatioiiy  which^  to  heighten  haman  virtoe, 
ordauns  that  it  should  often  miss  the  reward,  which  dis- 
interested virtue  ever  covets  most ;  of  that  dispensation, 
which  makes  even  error  and  rash  judgment,  a  useful 
part  frf  ihe  discipline  of  the  present  life :  he  will  not 
disgrace  the  cause  which  he  should  support,  by  any  un« 
charitable  conclusions  concerning  the  actual  motives,  or 
the  future  doom,  of  those  whose  opinions  he  may  think 
it  his  duty  to  oppose.  Nor,  in  the  necessary  asperity 
of  debate,  will  he  hastily  retaliate  their  unjust  asper- 
sions. He  will  admit  much  more  than  a  possibili^, 
that  Dr  Priestley  may  be  in  earnest  in  all  his  misinter- 
pretations of  the  Scriptures  and  the  fathers,  and  in  all  his 
misrepresentations  of  facts.  Appearances  to  the  con* 
traiy,  however  strong,  he  vrill  refer  to  the  fascinating 
power  of  prejudice,  and  to  the  delusive  practice  of  fooX:- 
ing  ikraugh  authors,*  which  the  historian  of  religions 
opinions  ought  to  have  read.  Though  truth,  in  tliese 
controversies,  can  be  only  on  one  side ;  he  will  indulge, 
and  he  will  avow,  the  charitable  opinion,  that  sincerity 
may  be  on  both.  And  he  will  enjoy  the  reflection,  that 
by  an  equal  sincerity,  through  the  power  of  that  bloody 
which  was  shed  equally  for  all,  both  parties  may  at  last 
find  equal  mercy.  In  the  transport  of  this  holy  hope, 
he  will  anticipate  that  glorious  consummation,  when 
faith  shall  be  absorbed  in  knowledge ;  and  the  fire  of 
controversy  for  ever  quenched.  When  the  same  gene- 
rous zeal  for  Grod  and  truth,  which  too  often,  in  this 


*  «  I  have  Uken  a  fsood  deal  of  pains  to  read,  or  at  least,. look  orirefuMv 
through  many  of  the  most  oapiul  works  of  tbe  ancient  CUristiaa  writers."  Dv 
PHeitley's  Prefaccy  p.  xvil. 

it 
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wwld  of  folly  and  coafusioti^  sets  those  at  widest  vari- 
ance^  whom  the  similitude  of  virtuous  feelings  should 
the  most  unite — shall  be  the  cement  of  an  indissoluble 
friendship  ;  when  the  innumerable  multitude  of  all  na- 
tionsy  kindreds^  and  people,  (why  should  I  not  add  of 
all  sects  and  parties,)  assembled  round  the  throne,  shall, 
like  the  first  Christians,  be  of  one  soul  and  one  mind, 
giving  praise,  with  one  consent,  to  Him  that  sitteth  on 
ihe  throne,  and  to  the  Lamb  that  was  slain,  to  reileem 
them  by  his  blood. 
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While  these  sbeets  were  in  preparation  for  the  press 
Dr  Priestley  was  challenged  by  a  writer  in  the  Month- 
ly Review,  for  June,  (who  the  critick  may  be^  I  know 
not — he  appears  to  be  learned  in  ecclesiastical  history ; 
and  I  am  well  pleased  to  find;  that  his  views  of  Dr 
Priestley's  argument,  in  many  particulars,  agree  with 
minej  Dr  Priestley  was  challenged  by  this  writer,  to 
point  out  the  particular  passages  in  Origen's  writings 
in  which  he  had  conceived  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
identity  of  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  to  be  con- 
tained. Dr  Priestley's  Reply  hath  already  made  its 
appearance ;  in  which  he  is  reduced  to  the  necessity  of 
confessing,  that  he  hath  no  such  passage  to  produce.^ 
Still,  however,  he  maintains,  that  the  identity  of  these 
sectaries,  although  not  acknowledged  by  Oi*igen,  is  to  he 
inferred  from  Origen,  Epiphanius,  and  Eusebius.f    But 


•  See  Dr  Prie^ley's  Reply  to  the  Monthly  Review,  p.  5. 
I  See  CorrcoUooB  and  Additiotis,  &(c.  at  the  end  of  Uic  Reply. 
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ihii  U  still  affirmed,  without  reference  to  the  particular 
pasaagea,  either  of  Origen  or  of  Eusebius,  from  which 
the  inference  is  to  be  drawn :  nor  is  the  reader  informed, 
in  which  of  Origen's  works  that  description  is  to  be 
found,  of  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites,  which  represents 
them  as  the  same  opinions  which  others  ascribe  to  the 
Nazarenes ;  and  makes  it  i^pear,  that  Origen  had  no 
idea  of  any  difference  between  the  two  sects.*     Dr 
Priestley  makes  a  reference  indeed  to  the  18th  tract  of 
Origen's  Commentary  upon  St  Matthew's  Gospel  ;t  but 
this  is  for  another  purpose :   for  proof,  of  what  needs 
indeed  no  proof  at  adl,— -that  the  Ebionites  were  of  two 
sorts ;  the  one  admitting,  the  other  denying,  the  miracu- 
lous conception,  while  both  rejected  the  divinity  of  the 
Redeemer.     What  proctf  of  this  secondary  proposition 
is  to  be  found,  in  the  18th  of  the  Exegetichs  upon  St 
Matthew's  Gospel.  I  know  not,    I  suspect  an  error  of 
the  press ;  and  that  the  reference  should  have  been  to 
the  I6th  of  the  Exegeticks,  in  the  3rd  section,  which 
treats  of  the  cure  of  the  blind  near  Jericho.    In  that 
transaction,  as  St  Mark  relates  it,  Origen  imagines,  that 
tlie  two  divisions  of  the  primitive  church,  the  Gentiles 
and  the  Jewish  converts,  are  allegorized.    Jericho  is  the 
world — The  multitudes  which  follow  our   Lord  from 
Jericlio,  are  the  converts  from  Paganism  to  the  true 
iaith ;  who  forsake  the  world,  to  follow  Christ — The 
blind  beggar  is  a  half-converted  Jew,  addicted  to  the 
EbionsBan  heresy ;  whose  eyes  are  at  last  opened  to 
the  truth  of  the  gospeL     If  this  be  not  the  reference 


•  Replji  p.  5. 

t  See  the  References,  p.  4^  of  the  Rt'ply. 
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which  Dr  Priestley  meant  to  make,  let  me  advise  him 
to  adopt  it  in  the  emended  edition  of  his  work,  which 
he  seems  to  promito.  Besides  that,  the  very  purport  of 
the  exposition,  which  places  the  cbaracteristick  distinc- 
tion between  the  Oentile  and  the  Jew  convert,  in  a  be- 
lief or  disbelief  of  Christ's  divinity,  may  seem  to  mili- 
tate strongly  for  his  favonrite  opinion,  that  the  whole 
Hebrew  church  was  Unitarian ;  he  will  find  one  sen« 
tence  in  particolar  in  this  discourse,  or  a  part  at  least 
of  one  sentence^  which,  I  am  persuaded,  he  will  think 
worthy  to  be  written  in  characters  of  gold.    Ken  iirea^ 

iinc  T6>r  a-sro  IvSofCHf  wi7ivof%v  cic  ro9  Ivmv  rtiv  wift  %  ve/lvifoT 
iTifiw  ol%  fiif  ex  Mof f oc  it'OLt  lavfif  hio/Aivav  avjov  fifat  ert  fmv  \k 
HaftoLC  fiOftK  xoi  TV   dtiv  fnwfiai^j   v  fint  kou  /jl^ol  tkc    ^rifi 

wJU  5cox«7i«c,  i'^u  %.  T.  X. ** and  when  yon 

consider^  what  belief  they  of  the  Jewish  race  who  believe 
in  Jesns,  entertun  of  the  Redeemer ;  some  thinking  that 
he  took  his  being  from  Mary  and  Joseph,  some  indeed 
from  Mary  only  and  the  Divine  Spirit,  but  still  without 
any  belief  of  his  divinity ;  you  will  understand,  &c.'' 
These  expressions,  taken  by  themselves,  may  seem  to 
mtimate,  that  the  sect  of  the  Ebionites,  in  its  two  great 
branches,  embraced,  in  the  time  of  Origen,  the  whole 
body  of  the  Hebrew  Christians.  But  let  the  learned 
reader  attentively  peruse  the  whole  discourse  ;  let  him 
consider  well  the  subject  and  the  st^le ;  and  he  will  per- 
ceive, that  as  the  subject  is  not  history,  neither  is  the 
style  of  the  sedate  historick  kind.  The  object  of  the 
discourse  is  to  Sfiritualixe  a  plain  story :  an  attempt,  in 
which  the  imagination  of  the  writer  is  always  busier 
than  the  judgment :  and  the  style,  even  in  allusion  to 
historical  facts,  is  generally  rather  w aim  than  exact; 
and  is  apt  to  border  on  the  vehement  and  the  exagge- 


\, 
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rated.  This  is  in  some  degree  the  case  in  this  discourse 
of  Origen's.  His  expressions  are  therefore  to  be  inter- 
preted, by  tlie  known  tenor  of  ecclesiastical  history : 
ecclesiastical  history  is  not  to  be  accommodated  to  his 
expressions.  That  the  Jewish  converts  were  remarka- 
bly prone  to  the  Ebion»an  heresy^from  which  the  Gentile 
churches  in  general  were  pure^  is  the  most  that  can  be 
concluded  from  this  passage,  strengthened  as  it  might  be 
with  another^  somewhat  to  the  same  purpose^  in  the 
Commentaries  upon  St  John's  Gk)spel.  But  what  if  it 
were  proved,  that  the  whole  sect  of  the  Nazarenes  was 
absorbed  in  the  Ebionaean  heresy  in  the  days  of  Origen  ? 
Wliat  evidence  would  that  afford  of  the  identity  of  the 
Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites^  in  earlier  times?  And 
even  that  identity,  if  it  were  proved^  what  evidence 
would  it  afford,  tliat  the  church  of  Jerusalem  had  been 
originally  Unitarian^  under  her  first  bishops  of  the  cir« 
cumcision  ? 

S.  But  however  indecisive  the  pretended  testimony  of 
Origen  may  be,  Dr  Priestley  makes  himself  very  sure 
that  Epipliauius  is  on  his  side.  *^  Epiphanius  expressly 
says,  that  Ebion  held  the  same  opinion  with  the  Naza- 
renes.*''  The  only  inference  to  be  made  from  this  as- 
sertion, is  this  :  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  never  troubled 
liimself  to  read  moi*e  of  Epiphanius's  account  of  the 
Ebionites,  than  the  first  eleven  words  of  the  first  sen- 
tence. Had  he  read  the  first  sentence  to  the  end,  he 
would  have  found  that  Ebion,  although  he  arose  from 
the  school  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  held  similar  opinions, 
preached  also  other  doctrines,  of  which  he  was  the  first 
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inventor.  Among  these  novelties,  by  the  consent  of  all 
antiquity^  though  not  with  Dr  Priestley's  leave,  we  place 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ,  with  or  without  the  mira- 
culous conception. 

3.  Still  Dr  Priestley  triumphs  in  the  silence  of  He- 
gesippQs^  and  the  concessions  of  Justin  Martyr.  It 
were  not  difficult,  to  show  the  insufficiency  of  his  Reply 
to  the  learned  reviewer  of  his  work,  upon  both  these 
articles :  but  I  forbear  to  put  my  sickle  into  another's 
harvest  But  that  it  may  not  be  thought  strange,  that 
these  cogent  arguments  should  have  been  suffered  to 
pass  unnoticed  in  my  own  animadversions,  and  that 
the  omission  may  not  be  imputed  to  the  wrong  cause  ; 
it  seems  proper  to  declare  the  true  reason  of  it,  which 
was  this :  I  wished  to  confine  my  strictures  to  those  ar- 
guments,  in  which  the  learned  author  seemed  to  me  the 
most  original.  In  these  two  he  is  the  least  so.  Both 
are  stale.  The  one  is  from  Zuicker's  mint ;  the  other 
from  Spiscopius.  Both  have  been  canvassed  with  great 
accuracy,  and  both  have  been  effectually  overturned,  by 
that  excellent  Divine  whom  I  have  so  often  found  occa- 
sion to  mention,  and  who  never  must  be  mentioned  with- 
out praise,  the  learned  and  pious  Bishop  Bull. 
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LETTER  FIRST. 

The  Jbrchdeaeon  qf  St  Mbav?s  dedines  a  regular  cm* 
trmerey  with  Dr  Priestley. — Produces  new  instan^ 
ces  of  Dr  PriesUefs  inaccuracies  and  misrepresent 

.   tatiims. 

DEAB  SUt, 

WHEN^  at  tbe  request  of  the  Clergy  of  my  arch, 
deaconry,  I  published  the  discourse^  in  which  I  had 
given  them  my  thoughts  of  your  late  attack  on  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity ;  it  was  not  at  all  my  intention  to 
open  a  regular  controversy  with  you  upou  the  subject 
I  cannot  think,  that  you  have  read  my  publication  with 
so  little  discernment,  as  not  to  perceive  in  it,  a  design 
of  quite  another  kind ;  which  yet,  1  fear,  I  shall  find 
it  difficult  to  avow  in  explicit  terms^  without  giving  an 
offence,  which,  were  it  possible,  1  would  avoid.  But 
since  you  challenge  me  to  a  contest,  in  which  it  is  my 
resolution  never  to  engage ;  not  from  any  distrust  of  my 
own  cause,  nor  from  any  dread  of  the  abilities  by  which 
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1  should  be  cyppoied ;  bat  from  a  pemiasioD,  tbat  a  con- 
troveny^  in  which  so  little  new  is  to  be  said  on  either 
side,  could  not  terminate  in  the  satisfaction  of  either 
party ;  it  is  necessary,  that  both  yourself  and  the  pub- 
lick  should  be  made  to  understand^  upon  what  grounds 
I  conceive  myself  at  liberty  to  decline  a  discussion,  to 
which  you  seem  to  think  me  pledged :  and  for  thb  pur« 
pose,  t  must  declare  in  very  plain  language,  what  I 
would  rather  liave  left  you  to  collect ;  that  my  ori^« 
nal  attack  upon  your  history  was  such,  as  to  lay  me 
under  no  obligation  to  prosecute  the  aigument    My 
attack  was  not  so  much  upon  the  opinions,  which  you 
maintain,  however  I  may  hold  them  in  abhorrence,  as 
upon  the  credit  of  your  narrative  :  and  if  I  have  succeed- 
ed in  overthrowing  that,  which  the  judgment  of  the 
learned  must  decide,  1  am  not  at  all  obliged  to  go  into 
new  arguments  upon  the  main  question.    Tlie  objec- 
tions, which  were  broogbt  against  you  in  my  Charge^ 
all  went  to  the  proof  of  this  single  proposition. — ^That, 
on  which  ever  side  the  truth  may  lie  in  the  Trinitarian 
controversy-^!  have  no  doubt  on  which  it  lies ;  but  the 
footing,  upon  which  I  put  the  dispute  with  you,  leaves 
me  at  liberty  to  suppose  the  matter  doubtful ;  with  what- 
ever metaphysical  difficulties  the  Catholick  doctrine  may 
be  encumbered — those  difficulties,  when  the  doctrine  is 
rightly  apprehended,  are  in  my  judgment  not  great,  but 
I  will  allow  you  to  say  they  are  insuperable :  whatever 
ambiguity  may  be  pretended  in  the  expressions  of  holy 
writ,  in  which  the  liivinity  of  the  Son  is  generally  sup* 
posed  to  be  asserted ;  in  the  greater  part  of  the  texts,  I 
perceive  no  ambiguity^  but  you  may  assume,  if  you 
please,  that  not  one  of  them  renders  a  certain  meaning : 
whatever  variety  and  disagreement  is  to  be  found  in  tbe 
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ortbodoacy  of  diflferent  ages— for  the  fbree  first  centorief 
the  opinion  of  the  church  upon  this  point  was  uniform^ 
but  I  ^ve  you  leave  to  suppose  it  as  unstable  as  the 
world  uf  Heraclitos :  whatever  may  be  the  intrinsick 
difflculty  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  however  defi« 
cient  (he  proof  of  it  from  holy  writ,  and  however  discor. 
dant  the  opinions  of  different  ag^ ;  still  I  affirm,  and 
the  proof  of  this  was  the  whole  object  of  my  Charge,  that 
Dr  Priestley,  great  as  his  attainments  are  confessed  to 
be  in  the  profane  sciences,  is  altogether  unqualified  to 
throw  any  light  upon  a  question  of  ecclesiastical  an- 
tiquity« 

a.  If  the  instances,  which  I  have  alleged  of  misinfm** 
nation  and  inaccuracy,  are  only  secondary  oversights, 
mch  as  affect  not  the  main  argument,  and  are  incident 
to  the  best  writers  in  undertakings  of  such  extent  as 
yoors ;  the  attempt  to  depreciate  a  work  of  merit,  by 
nncandid  censure,  must  redound  to  my  own  disgrace. 
But  whoever  will  take  the  trouble  to  compare  your 
work  and  mine,  will  find,  that  with  all  the  illiberal  zeal 
which  yon  ascribe  to  me,  I  was  not  disposed  to  cavil 
about  trifles — 1  fear  it  will  be  rather  found,  that  I  have 
erred  in  the  opposite  extreme ;  and,  lest  I  should  seem 
too  much  inclined  to  censure,  have  passed  over  many 
inaccuracies,  which  ought  to  have  been  pointed  out. 

3.  Such,  for  instance,  is  your  inversion  of  the  order 
of  succession  of  the  Roman  pontiffs  :  when  you  mention 
Victor  as  the  successor  of  the  bishop  who  came  after 
him.* 

4.  Such  is  your  assertion,!  that  in  the  age  of  Tertul. 


»«*■ 


*  Hist,  of  Corrup.  Yol.  i.  ^  19. 
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lian,  it  was  not  pretended  ^^  that  the  subject  rf  the  Tri- 
nity was  above  human  comprehension ;"  when  but  a  few 
pages  back*  you  had  produced  a  passage  from  Irenftus^ 
in  which  the  generation  of  the  Sor^  which  is  a  part 
only  of  the  subjcct|  is  mentioned  as  so  wonderful  a 
thiugy  as  to  be  understood  by  none  <*  except  the  Father, 
who  begaty  and  the  Bon,  who  b  begotten.'' 

6.  Such  is  your  misrepresentation  of  the  opinion  of 
Valesiusi  concerning  the  cause  of  the  loss  of  Heg^sip- 
pus's  history.  Valesius,  you  say^  ^^  was  of  opinion^  that 
the  history  of  Hegisippus  was  neglected  and  lost  by  the 
ancients^  because  it  was  observed  to  favour  the  Unitari- 
ruin  doctrine."!  Valesius  hath  indeed  expressed  an 
opinion,  that  the  work  of  Hegesippus  was  neglected  by 
the  ancients^  on  account  of  erroi's  which  it  contained : 
but  what  the  errors  might  be,  which  might  occasion  this 
neglect,  is  a  point  upon  which  Valesius  is  silent — and 
what  right  have  you  to  suppose,  that  the  Unitarian  doc* 
trine  was  the  error  which  Valesius  ascribed  to  Hegesip- 
pus,  more  than  to  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  upon  whose 
lost  work  of  the  Hypotyposes  he  passes  the  same  judg* 
ment?:^ 


*  Hist  of  Comip  •  vol.  I  p.  37. 

t  Itml.  p.  9. 

^  Dr  Priestley,  in  [the  nineteenth  of  his  Second  Letters,  to  exti-icAte  himself 
from  this  qnestion,  endeavours  to  prore,  that  the  Unitnrian  doctrines  are  the 
only  errors  tliat  can  with  probability  be  ascribed  to  Hegesippus,  in  his  lost  work  ; 
and  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  tliough  he  was  himself  nu  Unitarian,  mighty 
Ibrouj^ht  any  one  now  knows  to  (he  contrary,  have  said  thinjiis  in  Civour  of 
tTnitarians^  in  hii  kMt  work  of  the  Hypotypoaes.  Bat  whatever  proof  Dr 
Priestley  may  be  able  to  make  oot,  that  Hegesippus  was  an  Unitaiian,  and  tliat 
Clemens  Alekaadrioiis  spoke  fiivourably  of  UniUirians,  still  I  comphiin,  tliat  ho 
Alleges  the  authority  of  Valeaias  for  more  than  Velesios  himself  affirms:  and 
1  maintain,  that  this  inaoMirMyi  (for  I  have  oalled  U  in  thit  imtance  by  no 
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6.  Bach  another  inaccuracy^  to  nse  no  harsher  word^ 
ii  yonr  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  Epiphanius^  in  favour 
of  Noetos ;  to  prove  that  he  was  wronged  by  his  adver- 
«arie%  when  he  was  accnsed  of  the  Fatripassian  heresy. 
Noetns's  confession^  according  to  Epiphanins^  was  this : 
^  that  be  acknowledged  one  OoAy  who  was  begotteii^ 
who  aoffered  and  died.^  Bat  snppressing^  or  in  year 
rapid  glwueB  having  not  observed^  the  latter  part  of 
ibis  acknowledgement^  asserting  the  safferings  aod  death 
of  his  one  QoA ;  you  produce  Epiphanius  as  an  evi« 
dence,  that — ^^  Noetus  was  simply  an  Unitarian^  decla- 
ring upon  all  occasions  with  great  boldness,  that  he 
neither  knew  nor  worshipped  any  Ood  but  one.^'*  (4-) 
Having  thns  vindicated  the  injured  character  of  Noetas^ 
you  proceed  to  inform  yonr  readers,  how  it  came  to  pass^ 
that  the  Unitafians  of  that  age  fell  under  the  imputation 
of  the  Patiipassian  error. 

7*  Such  another  inaccuracy  we  have,  io  your  relation 
of  the  judgment,  which  the  Horoan  Dionysius  passed 
upon  certain  injudicious  antagonists  of  Sabellius  :  wbo, 
to  avoid  his  error,  divided  the  Holy  Trinity  into  three 
persons  unrelated  to  each  other,   and  dif^tinct  in  aU 

itt^tffM'/uira^'^  hauf}i/lac  rn?   iytoir  Tfiaia.     These  are  the 


QUiie,)  in  Che  allegBtioii  of  mthoriUes  n  fc  cireuiniUiice  thit  ought  (i 
icaeo  hm  eredil  ••  an  hUlomo. 

*  WafL  of  Comip.  vol.  i.  p.  7^ 

(^)  In  the  nioetfienth  of  hit  Seeond  Letten,  Dr  PrietUejr  acknowledge!  tliac 
be  ought  not  to  have  exempted  Epiphaoios  from  the  impropriety  of  charging 
Bfoetna  with  the  Patripasaian  heresy.  Bat  he  lajs,  « this  like  the  former/'  the  mis- 
qootation  of  Valetiiu»  "  is  a  circumstance  of  little  consequence  to  the  main  argument." 
Or  IVieatley  forgets,  that  the  main  argament  with  him  and  with  me  goes  to 
different  points.  His  point,  is  the  antiquity  and  the  truth  of  the  Unitarian  doc- 
trine. Mine  i»»  Dr  Pritstley'a  inaompetf ney  in  the  subject  which  he  preteuds  ti> 
trrac- 
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words,  ID  which  Athanasias  states  Uie  opinion,  which 
Dionysius  censures;  aod  the  censnre of  Dionysius  npoti 
this  opinion,  Athaiiasius  quotes  with  approbation,  as  well 
indeed  he  might,  fur  the  opinion  of  three  persons  in  the 
Gh>dhead»  unrelated  to  each  aiker^  and  iiatinct  in  all 
re$pect8,  is  rank  Tritheism ;  because,  what  are  unrela* 
ted  and  distinct  in  all  respects,  are  many  in  all  respects ; 
and  being  many  in  all  respects,  cannot  in  any  respect  be 
one.  But  in  your  translation  of  the  passage,  by  omit- 
ting the  very  significant  adjective  {crocc,  and  the  very 
empbatical  adverb  wa/lauraci,  you  leave  hardly  any  dif- 
ference between  the  opinion  which  Dionysius  censured, 
and  the  Gatholick  faith,  which  Athanasius  maintained : 
and  thus  you  procure  yourself  a  fine  opportunity  of  in- 
troducing  an  oblique  sarcastick  stroke  at  Athanasius^ 
for  concurring  in  a  censure  upon  his  own  opinions. 
<^  Some  i>er8ons,  in  opposing  Sabellius,  having  made 
three  hypostases,  which  we  render  persons,  separate  from 
each  other ;  Dionysius,  bishop  of  Rome,  quoted  with  ap. 
probation  by  Athanasius  himself,  said,  that  it  was  ma- 
king three  Gods.''*  Surely,  truth,  candour,  and  consis- 
tency, are  conspicuous  in  the  writings  of  our  modem 
Unitarians ;  and  the  Archdeacon  of  St  Alban's  is  the 
only  writer  of  the  age,  who  deals  in  sarcasms ! 

8.  These,  and  other  inaccuracies,  which  might  have 
been  remarked  without  any  impeachment  of  my  can* 
dour,  and  with  advantage  to  my  argument,  I  suffered  to 
pass  unnoticed.  I  chose  to  rest  the  strength  of  my  at- 
tack,  rather  on  the  importance,  than  the  variety,  of  the 
matter  of  complaint.    If  the  instances  of  mistake,  which 
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I  Imfe  ftlleg«d|  be  few  ia  nQinber,  yet  if  thejr  w^e  sii^y 
loo  cOMidemble  ia  eize,  te  be  Uwident  to  a  well-iafoniK- 
ed  writer ;  if  they  betray  a  want  of  tbat  general  conpro- 
henmoQ  of  your  Mbjec^  which  might  enable  you  to  draw 
the  ttm  cooclusions  from  the  patsagea  you  cite ;  if  they 
prove  yon  incoB^petent  io  the  very  langoage  of  the  wti- 
tera,  from  which  your  proofs  ehovld  be  drawo ;  snekilled 
m  the  phileeephy^  whose  doctrines  you  pretend  to  com* 
pare  with  the  opinions  of  the  chtkrch ;  a  fiiw  clear  in- 
stances,  of  errors  of  this  enormom  site,  may  release  me 
ihMn  the  task  which  yon  would  impose  upon  me,  of 
canrassing  erery  part  of  your  argument^  and  of  replying 
to  every  particular  quotation.  A  writer,  of  whom  it  ie 
once  proved  that  he  is  iiMofermed  upon  his  subject,  hath 
no  right  to  demand  a  furflier  hearing.  It  is  a  fair  pre> 
sumption  against  the  truth  of  his  conclusion,  be  it  whitt 
K  may,  that  it  cannot  he  right,  bat  by  mere  accident. 
To  be  right  by  accident,  will  rarely  happen  to  any  man 
in  any  subject ;  because  in  all  sedbjecti  tiruth  is  singly 
and  error  infinite. 

9.  Not  long  since,  1  was  constAted  about  k  Mtr 
opinion  concerning  the  actual  figure  of  the  earth.  I  ob^ 
jeeted,  that  while  the  basis  of  the  author's  argnmont  was 
an  assomption,  Aat  the  figure  of  the  meridian  is  an  e1li|l- 
sis ;  in  his  inqntry  after  the  particular  species  of  tVe 
ellipsis,  he  had  assigned  properties  to  the  curve  of  the 
earth's  meridian,  which  the  Xnown  nature  of  the  dlipsii 
wonM  not  admit.  I  was  challenged  to  prove  a  eertain 
elation,  which  t  asserted,  between  the  rays  of  curva* 
(ore  in  diflferenft  parts  df  the  curve-^to  prove  the  curra* 
ture  at  the  second,  less  than  at  the  principal  vertex-^^-and 
at  last  I  was  challenged,  to  prove  the  property  fpom 
which  the  eUipsis  takes  its  name.    Was  I  to  blam^, 

13 
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that  I  broke  off  the  Gonference — that  I  refuse  to  con- 
template another  ecbeniey  or  to  examine  another  com- 
putation ? 

iO.  Pardon  me,  Sir,  if  plain  dealing  compels  me  to 
profess,  that  I  think  little  less  respectfully  of  this  philo- 
sopher's learning    in  the  conicks,  than  of  your  attain- 
ments in  ecclesiastical  history.    I  make  this  avowal 
•with  the  less  hesitation^  because  I  find  my  opinion  in  some 
measure  justified  by  your  owu  confessions.    Tou  con- 
fess, that  my  late  publication  first  brought  you  acquaint- 
ed with  the  very  name  of  Daniel  Zoicker :  that  from  me 
you  have  received  your  first  information  of  the  conces- 
sions of  Episcopius;  and. the  first  notice  of  the  coinci- 
deoce  of  your  own  opinions,  concerning  the  Platonizing 
fathers  of  the  second  century,  with  those  of  Petavius 
and  Huetius :  that  you  had  never  in  your  life  looked 
through  the  writings  of  Bishop  Bull,  till  my  fi*equent 
references  to  them  emted  yonr  curiosity ;  as  they  gave 
you  to  understand,  what  before  you  had  never  known, 
that  the  author  is  in  high  esteem  with  the  clergy  of  the 
establishment    What  is  this  but  to  confess,  that  you  are 
indeed  little  read  in  the  principal  writers,  either  on  your 
own  side  of  the  question  or  the  opposite  ?  But  as  no  man, 
I  presume,  is  bom  with  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  the 
opinions  or  the  facts  of  past  ages,  the  historian  of  Reli- 
gious Corruptions,  confessing  himself  unread  in   the 
polemical  divines,  confesses  ignorance  of  his  subject. 
The  opinion  therefore  which  I  formed,  upon  a  diligent 
perusal  of  your  work,  is  confirmed  by  your  own  ac- 
knowledgments ;  and  my  victory  is  already  so  complete, 
that  i  might  well  decline  any  further  contest. 

11.  My  alarms  (if  I  ever  felt  alarm)  for  the  Gatholick 
faith,  or  for  the  national  establishment^  as  in  danger 
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irom  yoar  attacks^  must  now  be  laid  aslee^r ;  and  will 
be  DO  incentive  to  any  very  vigorous  exertions  against 
a  prostrate  enemy.*  But  the  truth  is,  that  I  never  was 
alarmed,  and  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  set  you  right 
in  that  point.  When  1  spake  of  your  extraordinary  at- 
tempt,  to  unsettle  &ith,  and  to  break  up  establishments,t 
I  spake  of  the  end  to  which  your  wislies  seem  to  be  caiw 
ried,  not  of  an  event  which  I  thought  likely  to  ensue. 
The  utmost  danger  that  1  feared,  was  of  an  inferior 
kind :  a  present  danger,  not  to  the  church,  but  to  the 
more  unwary  of  her  members,  who  might  be  misled  by 
the  justly  celebrated  name  of  Dr  Priestley  :  a  future 
danger  to  myself,  if  I  forbore  to  bear  my  witness  to  the 
troth.  For  although  we  have  a  promise,  that  the  gates 
of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  the  churchy  yet  the  vi. 
^ence  of  the  priesthood,  I  conceive  to  be  the  ordi- 
nary means,  whick  God  hath  provided  for  its  secu- 
rity. I  therefore  thought  it  my  duty^  to  prevent  the 
Buscluef  which  might  arise  to  the  unlearned  and  unsta- 
ble, by  demolishing  the  credit  ot  your  narrative,  and  in 
these  subjects,  the  authority  of  your  name. 

IS.  The  letters  which  you  have  lately  addressed  to 
me,  give  me  no  reason  to  alter  my  opluion  or  retract  my 
accusation.  They  only  fix  me  in  the  persuasion,  tliat 
to  prosecute  the  dispute  with  you,  would  be  to  little  pur- 
pose. Ton  will  therefore  excuse  me,  if  I  decline  a 
controversy,  to  be  carried  on,  for  such  1  understand  to 
be  the  conditions  of  the  challenge,  '^  till  you  shall  have 


yoQ  Kcm   to  have  taken  a  paiticul&r  alarm— I   hope  you  will  exert 

joQTKlf  with  proportioiwUtf   vigoui*— -to  save  a  falling  state."    Lettetit  lu  JDr 
Hordey,  p.  2. 
t  C*targf*,  vx.  S. 
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Dotliiog  left,  wluch  yoQ  may  think  of  conneqaence  to 
allege.^'*  When  I  have  shown  the  intufficiency  of 
the  defence  which  you  have  now  set  up^  and  have  coU 
lecte<l  the  new  specimeBfl  of  yoor  historical  abilities^ 
which  this  new  publication  supplies  in  great  abundance^ 
whatever  more  you  nay  find  to  say  upon  the  subject,  in 
me  you  will  have  no  aniagooisL 

lam  Ac. 


^^•-^•— ^"—^■■^^"^^ 
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LETTER  SECOND. 

A  recapitulation  cf  the  Jrchieacon^s  Charge. 
IF  I  eo«ld  adopt  your  keroick  plan^  of  writing  on 


I  should  have  nothing  left  to  say^  our  correspond* 
ence  would  run  to  an  enormous  size :  for  I  should  have 
more  than  a  single  remaric  to  make,  upon  almost  eveiy 
sentence  of  every  one  of  your  Ten  Letters.  But  as  we 
both  write  tor  the  edification  of  the  publick^  and  yet 
fewy  I  fear^  will  be  disposed  to  give  a  long  or  a  close 
attention  to  our  subject^  the  ease  of  our  readers,  if  we 
mean  te  be  read^  must  be  consulted.  Ton^  I  am  told, 
in  defiance  of  your  bookseller's  sage  counsels^  despise 
eucli  considerations ;  but  they  will  have  their  weight 
with  me :  I  shall  be  unwilling,  either  to  fatigue  by  the 
length,  or  to  perplex  by  the  intricacy  or  obscurity  of  my 
reasoning.  To  avoid  the  first  miscarriage,  I  shall  be 
content  to  give  you  a  soAcient,  rather  than  a  full  reply; 
and  to  avoid  the  second,  I  shall  endeavour  m  to  frame 
my  argument,  that  my  readers  may  perceive  the  force  of 
it,  without  the  trouble  and  interruption,  of  freqpient  re- 
course to  our  former  publications.  For  this  purpose,  I 
shall  begin  with  a  recapitulation  of  the  substance  of  my 
Charge ;  that,  before  I  enter  upon  particular  discussioDS, 
the  points  to  be  disputed  may  be  brought  at  once  in 
view. 

S.  The  general  argument  of  my  charge,  was  a  ciitical 
r^ew  of  your  History,  in  that  part  of  it  which  relates 
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to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  the  three  first  ages. 
This  review  consisted  of  two  parts  :  a  sommary  of  the 
acconnty  which  you  pretend  to  give^  of  the  rise  and  pro- 
gress  of  the  Trinitarian  doctrine  ;  and  a  view  of  the  evi- 
dence^  by  which  yonr  narrative  is  supported^  consisting 
of  nine  select  specimens^  of  the  j^articalar  proofs  of  which 
the  body  of  that  evidence  is  composed. 

3.  Of  yonr  account  of  the  rise  and  progress  of  the 
Trinitarian  doctrine,  I  said  in  general,  Uiat  it  is  nothing 
new ;  that  it  is  in  all  its  essential  parts,  the  same  which 
was  propagated  by  the  Unitarian  writers  of  the  last  cen* 
tory,  and,  upon  its  first  appearance,  refnted  by  divines 
of  the  church  of  England.  Your  answer  to  this  part  of 
■ly  Charge,  is^  as  I  have  already  had  occasion  to  ob« 
serve,  complete.  You  repel  the  imputation  of  plagia* 
Vism,  by  the  most  disgraceful  confession  of  ignorance,  to 
which  foiled  polenuck  ever  was  reduced.  To  thb  part 
of  your  defence  1  have  nothing  to  reply. 

4>.  To  your  evidence,  I  made  the  same  general  objec- 
tion, that  it  is  destitute  of  novelty ;  consisting  of  proofs 
long  since  set  up,  and  long  since  confuted :  that  if  you 
have  attempted  any  thing  new,  it  is  only  to  confirm  the 
gratuitous  assumptions  of  former  Unitarians,  by  incon* 
elusive  arguments,  and  false  quotations.  The  nine  spe- 
cimens  of  your  proofs,  by  which  this  heavy  accusation 
was  supported,  were  nothing  less,  than  your  principal 
arguments,  in  support  of  your  three  fundamental  asser- 
tions :  that  the  primitive  church  was  simply  Unitarian ; 
that  our  Lord's  divinity  was  an  innovation  of  the  second 
century;  and  that  the  innovation  was  made  by  the 
Platonizing  Fathers.  If  your  principal  arguments  were 
fairly  adduced,  as  instances  of  weak,  insufficient  proof, 
your  whole  Botioa  of  the  ^adual  progress  of  opinioni^ 
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from  tiie  Unitarian  doctrine  to  the  Arian^  and  from  tbi 
Arian  to  the  Nicene  faith^  is  overthrown.  Of  this  you 
have  shown  yourself  not  insensible,  by  the  great  pains 
.which  yon  have  taken,  to  what  purpose  will  soon  ap- 
pear, to  answer  my  objections. 

0.  The  nine  specimens  of  insuflScient  proof  were 
tiiese. 

6.  Two  instances  of  the  circnlating  syllogism.    The 

first,  when  you  allege  your  own  sense  of  Scripture  as 

the  clear  sense,  in  proof  of  your  pretended  fact,  that  the 

primitive  fidth  was  Unitarian ;  whereas  the  fact  must 

be  first  proved,   before  your  particular  interpretation 

can  be  admitted.    The  second  when,  in  like  manner^ 

yon  allege  the  pretended  sileoce  of  St  John  about  the 

enorof  the  Unitarians;  in  proof,  that  the  Unitarian 

doctrine  is  no  error,  but  the  very  truth  of  the  gospel. 

The  assumption,  that  St.  John  is  silent  upon  this  sub* 

ject  in  Ids  first  epistle,  is  gratuitous  and  disputable.    It 

rests  upon  a  particular  interpretation  of  St  John's  ex* 

pression,  that  ^<  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh,''  which  will 

be  admitted  by  none,  who  are  not  previously  convinced 

that  St  John's  own  faith  was  Unitarian.    If  St  John's 

&itb  was  Unitarian,  the  phnuse  that  <^  Christ  is  come 

in  the  flesh,"  signifies  only,  that  Christ  was  a  man ; 
and  thus,  we  shall  find   no  censure  of  the  Unitarian 

doctrine  in   St  John's  first  epistle.    But  if  St  John 

was    no  Unitarian,  but  a  believer  in  the  incarnation 

and  divinity  of  our  Lord  ;  then,  the  phrase  of  Christ's 

coming  in  the  fiesh,  cannot  but  be  understood  to  allude 

to  both  these  articles,  as  parts  of  the  true  faith  ;  and,  aU 

loding  to  both  these  articles  as  parts  of  the  true  faith,  it 

conveys  a  censure  upon  the  Unitarian  doctrine  in  every 

fcrm.    The  assumption  therefore,  of  St  John's  silence 
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CfMicening  ttie  Umtariaa  doctriii6|  presuvMB  anctlicr 
Ucty  that  St  John  wu  himself  aii  Unitarian.  Thig  b  tha 
prittiafyy  Ihwgh  tacit  aasamption^  on  which  this  argii* 
ment  is  built  This  argoment  therefore^  fairiy  analysed, 
is  found  to  circulate  like  the  former :  for  the  coochu 
aioa  to  be  established^  is  the  pretended  lu^t,  that  the 
iaith  of  the  primitive  church  was  Unitarian-— the  nwaa 
of  proof  is  the  gratuitous  assomption,  that  the  fUlh  of 
St  John  was  Unitarian.  But  to  assume  the  faith  of  an 
inspired  apostle,  is  the  same  thing  as  to  assume  the  faith 
of  the  prunitive  church. 

7.  My  third  specimen,  was  an  instance,  in  which  you 
cite  a  testimony  whidi  no  where  exists.  The  pretended 
testimony  is  of  no  less  a  person  than  Athanasins.  The 
Ikcty  to  which  Athanasins  is  made  to  depose,  is  the  high 
antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  faith.  Uis  testimony  to  this 
hctf  yon  ftnd  in  his  piece  upon  the  orthodoxy  of  tlie 
Alexandrine  Dionysius  ;  in  a  certain  passage  in  which 
he  affirms,  that  the  Jews  were  firmly  persuaded  ttiat  the 
Messiah  was  to  be  a  mere  man ;  and  alleges,  as  you 
itndenrtand  him,  this  persuasion  of  the  Jews,  as  an 
apology  for  a  cantion  osed  by  the  apostles,  in  divulging 
Ihe  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity.  The  Jews  of  whom 
Athanasins  speaks,  yon  prepostercmsly  imagine  were 
Christians,  the  first  converts  from  Judaism.  Whereas, 
he  speaks  of  plain  downright  Jews ;  and  what  you  take 
for  his  apology  for  caution  in  the  apostles,  is  in  truth  a 
commendation  of  the  sagacity  which  they  displayed,  in 
a  judicious  arrangement  of  the  matter  of  their  doctriue. 

8.  My  fourth  specimen,  was  your  capital  argument 
for  the  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  faith,  founded  on  the 
opinions  of  the  Nazarenes :  this  aigument,  I  maintain 
to  be  lame  and  Impotent  in  every  part.    It  is  built  upon 
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two  mflfovptkiiiSy  of  which  the  one  U  a  mere  gratnitomi 
aeeertiooy  of  which  no  proof  ii  attempted ;  the  other  ie 
accompanied  with  a  pretended  proof,  which  arises  how* 
over,  from  a  forged  testimony,  and  an  ilUfounded  asser* 
tiotL  The  gratuitous  assumption  is,  that  the  Naaarenes 
and  the  Hebrew  Christians,  were  the  same  people; 
wheveas  the  fact  is,  that  the  sect  of  the  Nsaarenes,  aros^ 
after  the  extinctioB  of  the  proper  church  of  Jemsalenu 
The  other  assnraptioa  is,  that  the  (kith  of  tliese  Naza* 
venas  was  Unitarian*  This  is  proved  by  the  testimony 
ef  Spiphaoius,  and  by  an  assumption,  that  the  Naza« 
renes  and  the  Bbionites  were  the  same.  This  assertbu 
is  onfoonded,  and  the  testimony  of  Kpiphanius  is  in  fact 
Ibrged ;  since  it  is  drawn  by  torture  from  liis  words.  In^ 
deed,  it  is  not  pretended  to  be  more  than  this ;  that 
Epiphanius  malces  no  mention  ^<  that  the  Nazarenes  be* 
lieved  ia  the  divinity  of  Christ )''  and  tliis  no-mention  is 
only  his  confession,  that  he  was  totally  uninformed, 
whether  they  believed  the  divinity  of  Christ,  or  not. 
Were  both  these  assumptions  true,  the  argument  would 
be  complete.  Both  are  false :  and  were  either  singly 
tme,  yet  the  other  being  false,  the  conclusion  would  be 
either  the  reverse  of  your's,  or  altogether  precarious. 

9.  My  fifth  specimen,  was  your  misrepresentation  of 
Bosebius,  whom  you  chaise  with  inconsistency,  because^ 
another  writer  who  is  quoted  by  him,  speaks  oi  Tlieodo* 
ins,  who  appeared  about  the  year  190,  as  the  ftrst  who 
held  that  our  Saviour  was  a  mere  man ;  when,  in  refa« 
ting  the  pretentions  of  the  Unitarians  to  antiquity,  ha 
goes  no  further  back  than  to  Irensus  and  Justin  Mar* 
tyr ;  althoogh  the  writings  of  Eusebius  himself  afford  a 
lefatation  of  the  assertion.  But  although  the  assertion, 
as  yon  choose  to  understand  it,  would  k^  liable  to  rtfo^ 
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tatioD  from  the  writings  of  Easebias^  it  admits  an  inter- 
pretation^ by  wbich  the  seeming  inconsistency  is  entirely 
removed.  The  pretentions  to  antiquity,  which  it  was  in- 
cumbent upon  Eusebins^  or  the  author  quoted  by  him,  to 
refute,  were  not  simply  pretensions  to  antiquity,  but  to 
a  prior  antiquity:  and  in  refuting  these,  the  author 
quoted  by  Eusebius,  goes  back  to  the  apostolick  age. 

10.  Tour  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  the  church, 
drawn  from  tlie  resemblance  which  you  find  between 
the  Christian  and  the  Piatonick  doctrine,  furnished  my 
sixth  specimen  of  insufficient  proof.  I  acknowledge  the 
resemblance;  but  I  insist,  that  it  leads  to  an  inqui- 
ry into  the  sentiments  of  heathen  antiquity,  wtuch, 
pursued  to  its  just  consequences,  rather  corroborates 
than  invalidates,  the  traditional  evidence  of  the  Catho« 
lick  faith. 

11.  Your  proofs  of  your  second  assertion,  that  the 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity  was  an  innovation  of  the 
second  age,  are  all  of  an  oblique  and  secondary  kind : 
such  as,  were  they  liable  to  no  other  objection,  would 
lead  to  no  conclusion,  without  a  distinct  previous  proof, 
that  the  faith  of  the  first  age  was  Unitarian.  One  of 
these  arguments  furnished  my  seventh  specimen  of  in- 
sufficient proof:  it  is  an  instance,  in  which  you  cite  the 
testimony  of  a  Greek  writer,  to  prove  the  very  reverse 
of  what  he  says — it  is  alleged  by  me  as  an  instance  of 
your  competency  in  the  Greek  language  in  general,  and 
of  your  particular  acquaintance  with  the  phraseology  of 
the  early  fathers. 

IS.  My  eighth  specimen,  was  taken  from  your  at- 
tempt to  translate  a  passage  of  Atbenagoras,  at  which 
an  abler  philologer  than  you  have  shown  yourself  to  be^ 
unread  in  the  Platonists,  might  be  allowed  to  stumble*. 


Un*.  IL  TO  DR  PRIE8TLBT.  |0y 

I  pfodoced  it,  to  convict  you  of  incompetency  in  the 
languaga  of  the  Platonists ;  and  to  confirm  a  suspicion, 
which  tlie  very  tenor  of  yoor  third  assertion  might  ere- 
mte,  that  yon  are '  ignorant  of  the  genuine  doctrines  of 
the  Platonick  school.  Whence  it  is  to  be  inferred^  that 
yoQ  are  little  to  be  trusted,  when  you  take  upon  you  to 
compare  the  opinions  of  the  first  Christians,  in  which 
yoQ  are  not  learned,  with  Flatonism,  in  which  you  are 
a  child. 

18.  My  ninth  specimen  was  another  instance  of  your 
flkfll  in  the  Greek  language.  A  passage  of  Theophilus, 
in  which  he  expounds  the  word  Trinity,  by  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  is  produced  by  you  to  prove, 
that  the  use  of  the  word  Trinity,  to  denote  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost,  was  unknown  to  Theophilus.  Theo- 
philus's  words  are  so  very  clear,  that  the  sense  was 
Jiardly  to  be  missed,  at  first  sight,  by  a  school  boy  in  his 
second  year  of  Greek. 

14.  These  are  the  nine  specimens,  by  which  I  sup- 
port my  general  Charge  of  the  inaccuracy  of  your  nar- 
rative ;  and  in  these  subjects,  the  insufficiency  of  its 
authon  To  all  of  them,  except  the  seventh  and  ninth, 
you  have  attempted  to  reply.  With  what  success  is  to^ 
he  considered. 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER  THIRD. 

In  Reply  to  Th  Prie$Uef$  introdmet&rjff  anJ  to  part  tf 
hi9  first  Lfiter.^^His  dtfemt§  ofhiM  urgwmemtfmm 
the  dear  eense  of  Scripture^  eonfutei.^^(}f  the  argit^ 
ment  against  our  Lord?s  prsexistencSf  to  he  drawn 
from  the  materielitff  qf  maM.-^(J^  ike  Greek  pnmonm 

TO  rcimve  the  impottlkni  of  baTing  afgned  in  a 
circle,  when  alleging  yonr  own  sense  of  Bcriptnre  as  the 
clear  sense,  yon  infer,  tliat  tlie  faith  of  the  flrst  ages  was 
exactly  conformable  to  yonr  own  opinions ;  yon  tell  me, 
fliat  the  clear  sense  of  Bcriptnre,  and  the  historical  evi- 
dence, are  collateral  proofs*  of  the  early  prevalence  of 
the  Unitarian  faith«— I  shall  admit  this,  and  shall  retract 
all  that  1  have  written,  when  once  you  shall  have  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Christian  world,  that  the  Uni- 
tarian doctrine  is  delivered  in  the  holy  Scriptnres,  taken 
in  their  plain  and  obvious  meaning.  But  while  your 
sense  of  Scripture  is  disallowed  by  the  majority  of 
Christians,  1  must  still  contend,  that  you  have  no  right 
to  call  it  the  clear  sense ;  and  that  any  argument  built 
on  a  supposition,  that  the  Scriptures  speak  a  sense  not 
generally  perceived  in  them,  rests  at  best  upon  a  gratui- 
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tons  aMamption.  1  confess^  that  an  argument  drawn 
from  a  gratuitous  assumptioa^  is  not  necessarily  an  ar- 
gament  ranning  in  a  circle^  unless  the  only  means  of 
leducing  the  assumption  to  a  certaiotyi  be  a  previous 
proof  of  the  conclusiou  to  be  drawn :  but  this,  I  afflrm 
to  be  the  case  in  the  instance  under  consideration.  When 
we  apeak  of  the  clear  sense  of  any  piece  of  writing,  this 
V«ry  expresnon  admits  a  twofold  interpretation.  The 
clear  sense,  may  be  either  that  which  is  clearly  conveyed 
in  the  words ;  or  a  sense,  which  though  it  be  not  clearly 
eOBFqred  in  the  words,  may  be  clearly  proved,  from  the 
context,  or  from  other  considerations,  to  be  the  sense 
Wluch  was  really  present  to  the  mind  of  the  writer.  If 
you  allege  the  clear  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  in  the  first 
eense  of  the  expression,  in  proof  that  the  primitive  faith 
was  UnitariaB ;  1  ask,  whether  it  be  not  the  sole  end 
ud  purpose  of  the  inquiry  into  the  primitive  faith,  to 
tettle  the  differences  of  Christians  upon  points,  in  which 
the  Bcriptuies,  if  there  be  any  ground  in  them  for  the 
disputes  which  have  arisen,  sre  not  clear  ?  You  now  as* 
came  a  sense,  which  you  call  their  clear  sense,  upon 
those  very  points,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  primitive 
fiuth.    This  is  to  reason  in  a  circle. 

S.  But  in  truth,  the  Unitarian  doctrine  will  never  be 
proved  to  be  the  clear  sense  of  Scripture,  in  the  first 
tense  c^  clearness.  On  the  contrary,  if  ever  it  should 
be  clearly  proved  to  have  been  the  sense  of  the  sacred 
writers;  the  just  conclusion  will  be,  that  of  all  writers, 
these  have  been  the  most  unnecessarily,  and  the  most 
wilfully  obscure.  The  Unitarians  themselves,  pretend 
not  that  their  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  the  plain  literal 
sense  of  holy  writ ;  on  the  contrary,  they  take  the  great- 
t&t  pains  to  explain  away  the  literal  meaning.    They 
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pretend,  that  the  sacred  writers  delight  ia  certain  me- 
taphors and  images,  which,  however  unnatural  and  ob- 
scure they  may  seem  at  this  day,  are  supposed  to  have 
been  of  the  genius  of  the  eastern  languages,  and  of  con- 
sequence, familiar  to  the  ftrst  Christians ;  who,  in  the 
greater  part,  were  of  Jewish  extraction.  By  the  help  of 
these  supposed  metaphors,  the  Unitarian  expositors  con- 
trive, to  purge  the  Scripture  of  every  thing  which  they 
disapprove,  and  make  it  the  oracle,  not  of  God's  wisdom, 
but  of  their  own  fancies.  When  yon  therefore,  as  a 
Unitarian,  say,  that  your  doctrine  is  the  clear  sense  of 
Scripture ;  which,  according  to  the  scheme  of  interpreta-i 
tiou  which  you  follow,  hath  no  clear  sense  at  all ;  you 
can  only  mean,  that  this  doctrine  may  be  clearly  proved 
to  be  the  sense  intended  by  the  inspired  writers.  Per- 
haps,  in  my  Charge,  I  was  too  negligent  in  the  interpre- 
tation of  your  expressions,  when  I  pretended  to  expose 
the  infirmity  of  your  argument  Be  it  so.  This  then  ia 
your  assertion.  The  Unitarian  doctrine  is  clearly  tho 
true  sense  of  Scripture.  But  where  is  the  proof?  You 
can  bring  no  proof  that  will  be  generally  convincing^ 
unless  you  can  find  it  in  the  faith  ^  the  apostolick  ages. 
The  faith  of  the  first  Christians,  once  clearly  ascertain- 
ed, must  be  allowed  indeed  to  be  an  unerring  exposition 
of  tlie  written  word.  To  prove  therefore,  that  the  Uni- 
tarian  doctrine  is  clearly  the  true  sense  of  Scripture^ 
which  is  your  assumption,  you  must  first  prove  that  the 
primitive  faith  was  Unitarian,  \\  hich  should  be  your 
conclusion.  Still  this  argument  circulates,  and  was 
not  improperly  alleged  by  me,  as  my  first  specimen  of 
insufficient  proof. 

3.  But  it  is  of  no  great  importance  to  dispute,  where 
the  particular  infirmity  of  this  argument  may  lie ;  when 
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ytiu  confeM^  <hat  it  \b  of  soch  a  sort,  <^  that  ycra  conld  not 
■appose  H  would  have  any  weight  with  Trinitarians."* 
WUle  yoo  condescend  to  employ  year  rare  abilities^  in 
framing  aipiments^  which  will  persuade  those  only 
who  are  previously  persuaded,  you  will  do  litde  harnu 
Why  should  I  disturb  you  in  this  innocent  amuse- 
ment? 

4b.  To  compensate  for  the  confessed  inefficacy  of  this 
ailment,  you  tell  me  of  another,  which  you  might  have 
arged,  to  disprove  not  only  the  divinity,  but  the  preex- 
isteoce  of  our  Lord  ;  such  an  argument,  it  seems,  might 
have  been  drawn  ''  from  the  doctrine  of  the  materiality 
of  man,  which  has  been  sufficiently  proved  in  your  dis- 
quisitions on  matter  and  spirit;"!  in  which,  by  an  ana- 
lo^cal  prod^^  you  have  refuted  the  vulgar  error  of  the 
immateriality  of  the  human  soul,  and  have  in  conse- 
quence, overthrown  the  whole  system  of  preexistence. 
I  believe*  Sir,  the  opponents  of  the  Unitarian  scheme, 
will  not  be  displeased  to  understand,  that  it  is  nt  last, 
to  stand  or  fall  with  Dr  Priestley's  System  of  Materi* 
alism,  and  Dr  Hartley's  Theory  of  the  Mind. 

0.  As  a  striking  instance  of  the  conformity,  between 
the  Unitarian  doctrine  and  the  clear  sense  of  Scripture, 
I  produced  the  initial  sentences  of  St  John's  gospel ; 
in  which,  you  know,  you  find  a  clear  refutation  cf  the 
personality  of  the  Logos  :  in  rendering  these  sentences 
in  EiDgKsh,  I  took  occasion  to  remark,  that  the  Greek 
pronoun  vVoc  naturally  renders  a  person.  You  tell  me, 
^<  it  may  refer  to  any  thing  that  is  of  the  same  gender,  in 


*  Letters  to  Or  Honlcjr,  p.  5. 
t  Ibid. 


i 


a* 


TO  nt  PBIHTUn. 


tiie  Omsk  lingiuga,  whether  it  be  a  pervm  w  aoL"* 
I  never  me&nt  to  insinoate  the  coDtraiy.  Give  me  leav* 
4o  refer  7011  to  a  letter  which  was  poblUbed  in  the  Ctea< 
tlemaa'a  Magazine,  fin'  November  Uitf  under  the  sigoa. 
tare  of  PBHHAPS :  yon  will  find  it  m  my  Appendiz^f 
and  I  now  declare  myself  the  writer  of  iL 
I  am,  &C. 


•  VetUn  to  Dr  Horricj,  p.  7. 
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LETTEB  FOURTH. 

In  repljf  to  Dr  Priestley^s  first  Letter. — His  defence 
of  his  argumentyfrom  St  John^s  first  epistle^  covfw^ 
ied. — The  phrase  *^come  in  the  fiesh,^^  more  thm 
equivalent  to  the  word  "  to  come.^^ — St  John^s  asser^ 
Hon,  that  ^'  Christ  came  in  the  fiesh,^^  not  paraUeA 
frith  St  PauVs,  that  *^  he  partook  of  flesh  and  blood.^\ 

DEAR  SiR^ 

TOUR  ai^aroent  for  tbe  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian 
doctrine,  from  St  John's  first  epistle,  the  second  among 
my  specimens  of  insufficient  proofs,  rests  on  a  supposi* 
tion,  that  in  that  epistle^  the  Unitarian  doctrine  is  not 
censured.  I  have  shown,^  that  this  supposition  will 
stand  or  fall^  according  as  one  or  another  interpretation 
of  the  phrase  of  '^coming  in  the  flesh/'  shall  be  admit* 
ted.  That  single  expression,  as  it  is  generally  under- 
stood;  reprobates  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  and  overthrows 
your  supposition.  You  roust  therefore  establish  your 
own  sense  of  the  phrase,  before  you  can  be  permitted 
to  assnme,  that  St  John  is  silent  about  the  Unitarian 
doctrine.  Now  to  make  good  this  argument;  you  tell 
me;  that  "  you  think,''  and  that  ''  it  is  your  opinion;" 
that  the  phrase  of  ''  coming  in  the  flesh;"  is  merely  au 


^  Charge,  tnd  Letter  $• 
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assertion  of  our  Lord^s  humanity.*  Sir^  I  understood 
from  the  first,  that  this  is  your  opinion^  and  I  doubt  not 
in  the  least  your  firmness  in  it :  but  I  contend^  that  no 
such  authority  belongs  to  your  opinion^  that  the  bare 
notification  of  ity  should  command  the  assent  of  the 
whole  Christian  worlds  in  preference  to  other  opinions, 
wliich  have  more  generally  prevailed.  You  must  jus- 
tify that  opinion,  if  you  would  give  any  colour  of  plau- 
sibility to  your  argument ;  but  the  opinion  cannot  be 
justified,  unless  it  might  be  previously  assumed,  that  St 
John  himself  was  an  Unitarian.  You  will  hardly  say, 
that  any  believer  in  our  Lord's  divinity  and  incarna- 
tion, could  employ  the  phrase  of  Ghrist^s  <^  coming  in 
the  flesh,''  without  an  allusion,  in  his  own  mind,  to  both 
those  articles,  as  branches  of  the  true  faith.  But  such 
an  allusion,  implies  a  censure  of  the  Unitarians.  Till 
yon  shall  have  proved,  therefore,  that  Bt  John  was  an 
Unitarian,  the  phrase  of  <<  Christ's  coming  in  the  flesh'' 
may  be  thought  to  contain  a  censure  of  the  Unitarian 
tenets ;  and  your  opinion,  that  no  censure  of  them  is 
contained  in  St  John's  first  epistle,  will  be  disputable. 

S.  You  say,  that  this  phrase  of  coming  in  the  flesh, 
^^  refers  naturally  to  the  doctrine  of  tlie  Gnosticks.^'* 
I  say  the  very  same  thing.  But  I  say,  that  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  church  hath  ever  understood  it,  tliis 
phrase  refers  to  two  divisions  of  the  Gnosticks :  the 
Docetae,  and  the  Cerinthians ;  afBrming  a  doctrine,  wliich 
is  the  mean  between  their  opposite  errors.  The  Do- 
cets  affirmed,  that  Jesus  was  not  a  man  in  reality,  but 
in  appearance  only ;    the  Cerhithians,  that  he  was  a 


•  LeUert  to  Dr  Uonlejr,  p.  I,  19. 

t  n»u«  p.  9. 
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mere  man^  under  the  tutelage  of  the  Ghrist^  a  aaperan- 
gelick  beings  which  was  not  so  united  to  the  man  as  to 
make  one  person.  St  John  says^  '^  Jesus  Christ  is 
come  in  the  flesh ;''  that  is^  as  the  words  have  been 
generally  uuderstood^  Jesus  was  a  man^  not  in  appear- 
mice  only^  as  the  Docets  tau^t^  but  in  reality ;  not  a 
mere  man,  as  the  Cerinthians  taught,  under  the  care 
of  a  superangelick  guardian,  but  Christ  himself  come 
in  the  flesh ;  the  word  of  God  incarnate.  St  John  says, 
that  whoever  denies  this  complex  proposition,  is  of  anti* 
Christ  It  surprises  me,  that  you  should  find  an  impro- 
bability, upon  the  first  face  of  the  thing,  in  supposing, 
that  the  same  expression  should  be  equally  levelled^ 
at  two  heresies,  which  you  confess  to  be  opposite.  For 
is  it  not  always  the  case,  that  expressions  which  predi- 
cate a  truth,  lying  in  the  middle  between  two  opposite 
falsehoods,  equally  impugn  both  the  false  extremes?' 
If  I  say,  that  when  Fahrenheit's  thermometer,  in  the 
open  air,  stands  at  60^  in  the  shade,  the  weather  is 
mild ;  do  I  not  equally  deny  that  it  is  insufferably  hot, 
or  insoflbrably  cold  ?  ^'  Gnosticism,  you  say,  is  certain- 
ly condemned  by  the  apostle,  but  not  the  doctrine  of  the 
Ebionites,  though  it  is  allowed  to  have  existed  in  his 
time.''t  ^^^  doctrine  of  the  original  Ebionites,  and 
that  of  the  Cerintbian  Gnosticks,  upon  the  point  of 
Christ's  divinity,  was  the  same.  If  the  apostle  con« 
demos  the  one,  he  condemns  the  other,  whether  he 
lived  or  lived  not  to  see  the  rise  of  the  Ebionsan  sect]: 


^  Letten  to  Dr  Hortley,  p.  10. 
t  UmiL 

%  <*  Toa  faitiflt  upon  it,*^  nji  Dr  Priestley,  in  the  fifUi  of  hit  leeond  Letters^ 
^  tkaft  iolw  does  oeamre  the  (JoitariaD  dottrine :  which  it  euriottt  enough ;  wheu. 
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I  shall  hereafter  have  occasion  to  show^  that  the  Ebio« 
DJEao  sect  was  of  a  later  date  than  you  imagine. 

3.  It  is  perhaps,  from  something  of  a  secret  misgiv^ 
ing,  that  your  interpretation  of  the  phrase  of  <^  coming 
in  the  flesh/'  will  not  be  allowed  to  be  its  natural  and 
obvious  meaning ;  that  you  are  so  desirous  to  retreat, 
into  the  strong. hold  of  Jewish  idioms.  You  think,  the 
phrase  in  question  <<  is  similar  to  other  Jewish  phrases/'* 
which,  you  think,  will  be  allowed  to  be  merely  expres* 
flive  of  humanity.  1  fear,  Sir,  it  hath  been  the  custom 
of  late,  to  lay  too  much  stress  upon  Jewish  idioms, 
in  the  exposition  of  the  didactick  parts  of  the  New 
Testament.  The  gospel  is  a  general  revelation.f  If 
it  is  delivered  in  a  style,  which  is  not  perspicuous  to 
the  illiterate  of  any  nation  except  the  Jewish ;  it  is  as 
much  locked  up  from  general  apprehension,  as  if  th« 
sacred  books  had  been  written  in  the  vernacular  gibber- 
ish of  the  Jews  of  that  age.  The  Holy  Spirit,  which 
directed  the  apostles  and  the  evangelists  to  the  use  of 
the  tongue,  which  in  their  day  was  the  most  generally 
understood — the  Greek — would  for  the  same  reason,  it 


mr%rdinf  u  ywr  account^  there  were  no  Ebknitet  or  Kanrenet ;  that  is,  none 
%ho  dnutnl  the  pivcxistcnee  of  Christ,  till  long  after  the  time  of  John."  But 
this  is  not  urrtrdKnj'  #•  my  actvwa.  My  aeconnt  ia,  that  Cerinthus,  who  was 
unquestionaMy  contcroporsirr  with  St  John,  denied  onr  LonTa  preexistenoe,  and 
was  in  this  point  the  precursor  of  the  Ebionitet.  And  what  if  I  had  taid,  that 
St  John  had  censurnl  a  docirint>  not  unght  till  after  hit  death  ?  Do  not  the 
fathers  pen^f^tuallT  rt>fer  to  proleptick  eensuret  of  late  hereaea  in  the  nered 
writings  ^  Is  no  proleptick  reprobatioOy  of  the  late  errors  of  the  Roman  ahurah, 
ta  bf  found  in  St  Paul's  epistles  ? 

•  letters  to  Dr  HorsleT,  p.  8. 

t  **  The  religion  of  Christ  waa  an  DniTersal  religion,  and  the  doctrinea  of  the- 
|osp«l,  were  eiilenbited  lor   the  western  as  well  as  the  eastern  hemisphere.*' 
»ee  Mr  Shephenrs  IVefiMe,  to  his  Ftm  Examuntim  •ftht  Sodman  aj^sMtfon, 
•fihe  pre/atmy  vtme  •/  A  J«Wt  ^m^. 
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mKf  be  preramedy  suggest  to  them  a  style  Mrbich  might  \ 
be  geoeraily  perspicuous.     It  is  therefore  a  principle    \ 
with  me^  that  the  true  sense  of  any  phrase  iu  the  New     \ 
Testament  is^  for  the  most  part,  wliat  may  be  called  its 
standing  sense  :  that  which  will  be  the  first  to  occur  to 
common  people  of  every  country,  and  in  every  age :  and 
I  am  apt  to  think,  that  the  difference  between  this  stan* 
ding  sense,  and  the  Jewish  sense  will,  in  all  casetj,  be   ^ 
far  less  than  is  imagined,  or  none  at  all ;    because,    < 
though  different  languages  differ  widely,  in  their  refined   ; 
and  elevated  idioms,  common  speech  is,  in  all  langua-   j 
ges,  pretty  much  the  same. 

4.  But  what  are  those  Jewish  phrases,  with  which 
yoo  would  compare  the  Jewish  phrase  of  ^'  coming  ia 
the  flesh  ?"  They  are  the  word  <^  to  come,''  and  the 
phrase  '<  partaker  of  flesh  and  blood." 

5.  The  word  ^'  to  come,''  is  used  by  metaphor,  I  be* 
tieve,  in  all  languages,  to  signify,  either  a  man's  birth, 
or  first  entrance  into  publick  life.  He  came  into  ike 
world  i  he  came  into  life  ;  he  came  into  bueiness.  I  have 
no  where  affirmed,  that  such  phrases  denote  any  thing 
more  than  human,  in  any  person  to  whom  they  may  be 
applied.  But  is  the  phrase  <'  to  come  in  the  flesh,"  no 
more  than  equivalent  to  the  word  ^<  to  come  ?"  Are  the 
words  in  the  flesh,"  mere  expletives  ? — If  they  are  not 
expletives,  what  is  their  import,  but  to  limit  the  sense 
of  the  word,  to  come^  to  some  particular  manner  of 
coming  ? — ^This  limitation,  either  presumes  a  possibility 
of  other  ways  of  coming ;  or  it  is  nugatory.  But  was  it 
possible  for  a  mere  man  to  come  otherwise  than  in  the 
flesh  ? — ^Nothing  can  be  more  decisive  for  my  purpose, 
ihan  this  comparison  which  you  have  suggested,  between 
the  word  ^<  to  come,"  which  is  general,  and  the  phrase 
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'^  to  come  in  the  flesh/^  which  is  specifick,— -My  thanb 
are  clue  to  you^  for  this  illustratioa  of  my  argament ; 
which  may  be  rendered  still  more  evident,  by  applying 
the  two  phrases  successively,  to  a  familar  instance.  If 
some  future  historian  of  these  planet-stricken  times, 
should  say,  ^^  In  the  latter  end  of  the  eighteenth  century, 
came  Dr  Priestley,  preaching  the  Unitarian  doctrine/' 
no  one  will  suspect  any  thing  more,  than  that  a  man  of 
this  name,  preached  Ubia  doctrine. — But  if  the  historian 
should  say,  ^<  Dr  Priestley  came  in  ihefieshj  preaching 
this  doctrine  ^^  if  the  writer,  who  may  use  this  expres- 
sion, shall  have  any  credit  in  his  day,  a  general  curiosity 
will  be  excited  to  know,  whether  Dr  Priestley  had  it 
in  his  power,  to  come  in  any  way  without  his  flesh, 
^^unmanacled  with  membrane,  jinnt,  or  limb  :'^  and  when 
once  it  shall  be  fonnd,  that  be  had  not ;  the  style  of  the 
writer  will  be  condemned,  and  his  credit  perhaps  lessen- 
ed.— I  leave  you  to  make  the  applicajdon. 

6.  But  you  think,  that  St  John's  phrase,  that  ^^  Christ 
came  in  the  flesh,"  may  be  expounded  by  St  Paul's 
phrase,  that  ^^he  was  partaker  of  flesh  and  blood."  The 
passage  to  which  you  refer  is  this — ^^  Forasmuch  then 
as  the  children  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood,  he  also 
himself  likewise  took  part  of  the  same."*  As  you  have 
only  hinted,  that  some  argument  might  be  drawn  from 
this  text,  to  confirm  your  sense  of  St  John's  phrase ;  I  am 
left  to  divine  what  your  argument  might  be.  Perhaps 
yon  would  reason  thus. — ^In  this  passage,  it  is  said  of 
men,  that  they  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood ;  and  this 
expression  is  evidently  descriptive,  of  the  condition  of 


•  H«b.  u,  14. 
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kuMnitjr*    It  appears  therefore^  that  to  be  *<  a  partaker 

ef  fleah  and  blood^'^  is  a  Jewish  phrase^  which  signifies 

'^  to  be  a  man.''    But  in  this  same  passage^  it  is  said  of 

Christy  that  ^^  he  likewise  took  part  of  flesh  and  blood.'' 

It  is  said  of  Christ  therefore^  that  he  was  a  man  like 

other  men :  consequently,  nothing  more  can  be  meant  by 

his  '^  coming  in  the  flesh.'' — ^If  this  be  your  intended 

aigoHienty  I  reply — tliat  Christ  was,  indeed,  a  man  like 

other  men :  and  this  perhaps^  is  all  that  is  implied  in 

Bt  Paul's  assertion,  that  he  was  ^^  partaker  of  flesh  and 

blood.'^    But  it  follows  not,  that  this  is  all  which  is  im- 

plied  in  St  John's  expression,  that  ^^  Jesus  Christ  came 

in  the  flesh ;"  which  asserts  indeed  his  humanity,  but 

with  an  evident  allusion  to  a  prior  condition :  and  the 

proper  conclusion^  from  the  comparison  of  St  John's 

expression  with  St  Paul's,  is  this :  that  the  two  are  no^ 

as  yoa  suppose,  equivalent. 

7*  But  I  suspect,  that  you  connect  St  Paul's  expres- 
non  with  your  own  doctrine  of  materialism ;  and  that 
you  would  argue  thus. — Since  it  is  said  of  men,  who 
are  flesh  and  blood,  and  nothing  else,  that  they  partake 
(tf  flesh  and  blood ;  therefore,  ^'  to  partake  of  flesh  aud 
blood,"  in  th^  Jewish  language,  and  ^'  to  he  flesh  and 
bloody"  in  other  languages^  are  equivalent  phrases. 
Therefore  Christ,  of  whom  it  is  also  said,  that  he  par- 
took  of  flesh  and  blood,  was  mere  flesh  and  blood  ;  a 
man  like  other  men^  in  whom  the  mental  faculties  wxre 
the  result  of  organization.  Thus,  you  will  say,  the 
notion  of  Christ's  preexistence,  much  more  of  his  divini- 
ty, is  overturned  by  the  apostle's  assertion  ;  and,  w  hat- 
ever  may  have  been  imagined,  no  allusion  to  his  pre- 
existence or  his  divinity,  was  intended  in  any  expres- 
sions of  the  sacred  writers.    The  assertion  therefore  of 
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Ghrisl's  real  manhood,  is  all  that  can  be  contained  in 
St  John'fe)  expressions,  that  ^^  Christ  is  come  in  the 
flesh/'  But  in  this  argument,  the  conclusion  results  not, 
from  any  evident  parallelism,  of  the  different  phrases 
used  by  St  Paul  and  by  St  John ;  but  it  is  a  conse- 
quence, from  a  particular  interpretation  of  St  Paul's 
phrase ;  which  interpretation  of  St  Paul,  rests  not  upon 
any  thing  in  his  expressions,  but  upon  something  quite 
out  of  Scripture :  upon  your  notion  of  the  mere  material- 
ity  of  man.  To  have  shown  the  true  foundation  of  this 
argument,  is  to  have  confuted  it 

8.  I  must  remark,  that  in  whatever  form  this  argu- 
ment may  be  drawn,  it  will  rest  solely  on  the  translation 
of  the  sacred  text.  For  in  the  original,  man's  connex- 
ion with  flesh  and  blood,  and  Chrisfs  connexion,  are 
expressed  by  different  words :  RM»if«»rirxt  and  funvxt. 
A  difference,  which,  however  slight  it  may  appear  to 
yiHi.  was  thoui;ht  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  preserved 
ill  the  Vulii^aie  :  communicaverant — partinpavit.* 

0.  liiiU  not  to  lay  a  stress,  upon  any  critical  refine- 
ments upon  single  expressions,  let  me  ask  your  opinion. 
Sir,  upon  the  general  sense  of  the  passage,  iu  which  this 
phrase,  ^^  to  partake  of  flesh  and  blood,''  occurs.  1 
would  appeal  to  yourself,  whether  the  conclusion,  which 
you  would  build  upon  that  particular  expression,  is  not 
overthrown  by  the  general  sense  of  the  passage.  The 
purport  of  the  passage  is,  to  assign  a  reason  why  the 
JjLedeemer  should  partake  of  flesh  and  blood ;  that  is, 
iK^T  he  slionld  he  a  man :  but  a  reason  why  a  man 
Mnld  be  a  man,  one  would  not  expect  to  find  in  a  sober 


nai  uwrnrni  b  more  than  /uf^^tr..    See  lamblicb.  de  M/st  tee.  2.  cap  t. 


X«r.  jr.  TO  DR  PBIESTLET.  ^| 

iBaii'8  discoone*  For  why  any  thing  should  be  what  it 
109  rather  than  what  it  is  not,  is  a  question  which  few^  £ 
fliinkf  would  ask,  and  none  would  attempt  to  answer. 
The  attempt  to  assign  a  reason,  why  the  Redeemer 
ahoold  be  a  man^  implies  both  that  he  might  have  been^ 
without  partaking  of  the  human  nature,  and  by  conse* 
quence,  that  in  his  own  proper  nature  he  was  originally^ 
something  different  from  man ;  and  that  there  might 
have  been  an  expectation,  that  he  would  make  his  ap« 
pearance,  in  some  form  above  the  human.  It  particu- 
larly implies,  that  an  expectation  of  his  appearance  in 
some  higher  form,  might  be  expected  to  prevail  among 
the  persons,  to  whom  this  reason  is  assigned  ;  so  that 
ttie  manifest  manhood  of  Christ,  would  be  likely  to  be 
an  objection  with  them,  to  his  claim  to  the  character  of 
the  Messiah.  This,  Sir,  seems  to  deserve  your  parti* 
cular  attention.  For  the  persons,  to  whom  the  apostla 
renders  these  reasons  for  the  manhood  of  Uie  Redeemer, 
were  the  Hebrews ;  the  first  Jewish  Christians ;  of  whom 
you  say,  that  before  their  conversion  at  least,  ^<  they  had 
no  idea  that  their  Messiah  was  to  come  down  from  hea- 
ven,''* having  never  been  taught  by  their  prophets,  to 
expect  <'  any  other  than  a  man  like  themselves,  in  that 

illustrious  character. ''f 

10.  Upon  the  whole,  since  the  phrase  of  ^<  coming  in 
the  flesh,^  must  be  more  than  equivalent  to  the  word  ^^  to 
come  ;'*  since  there  is  no  evidence  of  its  supposed  paral- 
lelism with  St  Paul's  phrase,  of  '^  partaking  of  flesh  and 
blood;''  since,  in  the  discourse  of  any  but  an  Unitarian, 


*  Letten  to  Dr  Honlej,  p.  49. 
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it  nmst  involTO  aa  allusion  to  the  iiicaniatiiNi  and  divinU 
(y  of  oor  Lord;  your  defence  of  yoar  ai|;iimeat  fhmi 
8t  John's  trat  ^isile,  is  insnflBcieat :  the  argmnent  is 
atiU  to  be  considered  as  running  in  a  ciicle,  and  it  was 
ftoperly  addoced  as  the  second,  among  my  specimens  of 
insufldent  proot 

lam,  ftc 

N.  B.  The  argament,  which  Dr  Priestley  has  advan- 
«d  in  the  fifth  of  his  Second  Letters,  in  fiivoar  of  his 
ewn  interpretation  of  the  phrase  ^'ciHning  in  the  flesh,'' 
from  a  passage  in  St  Polycarp's  epistle,  is  considered 
and  refuted  in  the  first  of  the  Supplemental  Disqui^ 
silions. 
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LETTER  FIFTH. 

The  Jtrchieaean^s  interpretoHon  qf  Ckmens  Bommini 
dqfended.^^The  A/ortef  epMu  qf  ^natiui  genmns^ 

JDEAR  SUk 

HAYINO^  to  your  own  entire  satisfactiott^  nade 
gcxid  your  argament  from  St  John's  first  epistle^  against 
my  exceptions ;  yon  proceed  to  reply  to  the  testtmo- 
nies  which  I  produced  from  Clemens  Bomanns^  for  thft 
preexistence  and  divinity  of  onr  Lord. 

8.  When  Clemens  says^  ^  oar  Lord  Jesus  Christy 
came  not  in  the  pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  although 
be  had  it  in  his  power,**  yon  say,  that  the  coming  allii^ 
ded  to,  was  ^  no  coming  from  heaven  to  earth ;  and 
that  the  pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  in  which  onr 
Lord  came  not,  stands  fiir  an  <^  ostentatious  display"  of 
the  miraculous  powers,  which  oiu*  Lord  never  made.^ 
To  this  it  is  sufficient  to  reply,  that  my  interpfetation 
rests  upon  the  literal  sense  of  the  holy  fiither'g  words,^ 
which  you  suppose  to  be  figurative;,  that  you  have 
nothing  to  object  to  the  literal  interpretation,  but  that 
it  suits  not  with  your  own  iq^inions ;  whereas  I  have 
ijomething  of  great  importance  to  say  in  its  defence } 


w»— *i*^iii  I    mmmmm0m^m 
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jf^^wmiaL  •'HttcaBe  not 
^^^  _k  ^  p't  ^  P^  "^  smgiiice, 
^  ;  ft  k»  ^vr>  M  fai  faanili^,  u  tfaa 
■  -^  MKtrtiog  bii*.'*  The  pomp  Uwe- 
^^  ,^yin",  in ;«Udi  onr  Lord  cam* 
Cg|^  «ttcb  is  the  pRq;mr  oppoiite  (tf  the 
rSS  the  Holy  Spirit  bad  fontold  that  ha 
Li_]iW  be  came  not  in  tl^t-4iiit  In  thU  he 
Lto  detennine  what  tUs  hohilB^  la,  Clem- 
^0Aj  goen  on,  to  cite  the  prophecies,  which 
I  Meedah^i  low  cnkUtfon.  The  hamiU^, 
ru  otdfauiTj  oonditioo,  b.diatiB  which  it  ie 
l^pdah  came.  The  poap,  tbeielbn,  ti  a 
ioti,  in  the  pomp,  ia  ifhich  itU  eaid  he  cane 
^hebaditbihii  poweraolo  come.  The 
tberafne  dearly  fanply,  that  our  L«d,  ne 
kd  the  power  to  chooWf  in  what  condition  he 
Etm. 

Ung  this  passage  of  Olemens  Homanns,  I 
liberally  with  yoa ;  as  I  tmst,  indeed,  that  I 
in  every  part  of  tlw  aisameot  I  cited  the 
I  it  stands  in  onr  modem  copies.  More  an- 
>  those  which  Jerome  need  instead,  of  tuumf 
althongh  lie  bad  it  in  his  power,"  had  aamf 
lit,  although  he  l^ad  00  Aings  in  his  power." 
,rs  from  Jerome's  translatioD  of  the  pasBsge, 
n  these  words,  "  Bceptmm  Dei,  Dominna 
stos  non  venit  in  jactantia  saperbls,  cum 
lia."*    New  with  this  emendation  tS  the 
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last  clause,  whkh  it  seems  was  an  assertion  of  our 
Lord's  omnipotence,  yoo  are  welcome  to  make  what 
yon  can  of  tlie  preceding  clause,  by  figurative  inter- 
pretations.* 

4.  No  figurative  interpretations  will  elude  the  force 
of  my  citations  from  Ignatius— but  it  is  the  particular 
happiness  of  the  Unitarian  writers,  that  they  are  never 
found  at  a  loss  for  an  expedient.  All  that  I  say  of  the 
repeated  assertion  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  in  the  epistles 
of  Ignatius,  you  allow  to  be  true,  ^'  according  to  onr  pre- 
sent copies  of  his  epistles.  But  the  genuineness  of  them, 
(yoa  say,)  is  not  only  very  much  doubted,  but  generally 
j^ven  up  by  the  learned.'^  And  lest  this  assertion 
should  want  that  appearance  of  weight,  wliich  an  air  of 
confidence  gives,  you  even  tax  my  ingenuity  ^<  for  con- 
cealing a  circumstance,  which,  (yon  say,)  I  must  have 
known ;''  and  you  challenge  me  to  prove  these  epistles^ 


*  Dr  PrieMtej,  to  whom  it  Ib  t  matter  of  cqnal  ease,  to  bring  the  holy  Scrip, 
tareiyor  the  fathen,  up«i  all  oceaiioiia  to  ipeak  hb  own  lentimentB,  finds  no 
aoertion  of  onr  Lord's  omnipotense  in  this  ehiuse  of  Clemens,  thus  rendered  bjr 
Jerome  :  nothmg  more  than  an  allusion  **  to  the  great  power  of  which  he  became 
posKnedy  after  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  of  God  upon  him  at  his  baptism."  (See 
the  aecond  of  Dr  Priestley's  second  Letters  to  me.)  Tliat  is,  to  affirm  that  a 
person  hath  aB  things  in  his  power,  is,  m  Dr  Priestley's  appreheniion  of  the  termi^ 
to  affirm,  that  at  a  certab  time  he  had  $ome  things  In  his  power.  Had  any  auali 
aOasion  been  intended  to  the  miracnlons  powers,  the  verb  poirit  in  Jerome's  Latii^ 
■honld  have  been  in  one  or  the  other  of  the  preterite  tenses.  By  the  use  of 
llie  present  tense,  Jerome  describes  a  plenitude  of  power  bow  enjoyed.  Thia 
flenitiide  of  power  now  enjoyed,  is  alleged  as  what  might  haTe  been  exercised 
by  our  Lord  in  time  past,  with  respect  to  the  manner  of  his  own  coming.  It 
ia  a  plenitude  of  power  therefore,  erer  present  to  oar  Lord,  now  and  in  time 
past ;  and  being  allowed  to  be  now  present,  is  supposed  of  necessary  conse- 
quence, to  be  capable  of  effects  in  time  past.  But  this  describes  nothing  less 
than  the  attributo  of  omnipoteBce.  Bat  language  is  no  key  to  *'  unlock  the  mind 
of  a  SoetDian." 
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'^M  we  now  have  them,  to  be  the  gemiiiie  epistles  of 

IgiiAtkis.''t 

ft.  Sir,  if  the  genuineness  of  these  epistles  be  general- 
ly  given  np  by  the  learned,  n^  ignorance^  not  my  ingfi. 
nnity,  is  to  be  bUuned,  that  I  eited  them  as  genuine.  I 
indeed  knew  nothing  of  this  general  giiving  up.  But 
since  the  testimony  of  Ignatius  is  allowed  to  be  express, 
if  the  epistles  be  genuine  from  which  it  is  produced ; 
permit  me  to  tell  you,  in  few  words,  what  I  know  of 
these  epistles. 

.    6.  I  know,  that  ancient  writers  mention  seven  epistles 
of  Ignatius,  written  upon  his  journey  from  Antioch^ 
where  he  was  bishop,  through  Asia  Minor ;  for  that 
way  his  journey  lay,  when  he  was  carried  to  Rome  by 
IVigan^s  order,  to  be  exposed  to  wild  beasts.    Of  these 
epistles,  six  are  said  to  have  been  addressed  to  the 
choiches  of  six  different  cities :  Ephesus,  Mag^e8ia  upon 
Maeander,  Tralles,  Rome^  Philadelphia,  Smyrna ;  and 
the  seventh  was  addressed  to  Polycarp.    1  know,  that 
besides  some  other  epistles,  confessedly  spurious,  two 
editions,  a  longer  and  a  shorter,  are  at  this  day  current, 
of  seven  epistles  under  the  name  of  Ignatius,  inscribed 
to  those  to  whom  the  real  epistles  of  the  blessed  martyr, 
according  to  the  ecclesiastical  historians,  were  addressed. 
The  longer  epistles  first  appeared  in  print,  in  an  old 
Latin  version,  published  by  Father  Stapulensis^  in 
1498 ;  a  corresponding  Greek  text  was  published  by 
Valentine  Pacsus,  from  a  manuscript  in  the  Augustan 
library,  in  the  year  10S7*    The  shorter  edition  likewise 
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Blade  its  first  appeannoe  in  prints  io  an  old  Latin  Ter« 
non^  pabliflhed  by  Usher,  from  two  manoscripts^  in  UiO 
year  1044.  The  Greek  was  published  by  Isaac  Vos- 
sius^  in  1646^  from  a  manuscript  in  the  Medicsan  library 
at  Florence.  Tlie  Medicsan  manuscript  being  imper« 
feet  in  the  end^  wanted  the  epistle  to  the  Romans.  Bot 
a  Greek  text  of  tins  episde^  perfectly  corresponding 
with  Usher^s  Latin  version^  was  published  at  Paris^ 
from  a  manuscript  of  Colbert's^  by  Mr  Ruinard,  in  the 
year  1680. 

7.  It  has  been  made  a  question^  whether  the  shorter 
epistles  are  from  abridged^  or  the  longer  from  interpola- 
ted copies.  Tlie  phraseology  of  the  longer^  seems  in  soma 
parts  accommodated  to  the  Arian  notions :  that  of  tlia 
shorter,  is  every  where  agreeable  to  the  Catholick  faith. 
The  shorter  edition  hath  the  suffrage  of  the  fatliers  of  the 
five  first  centuries;  their  quotations^  wliich  are  numerous^ 
every  where  agreeing  with  this  text.  William  Wilis- 
ton,  a  man  whose  memory  is  more  to  be  esteemed  for 
his  integrity,  and  the  extent  and  variety  of  his  readbg, 
than  for  the  soundness  of  his  judgment ;  from  pure  at- 
tachment to  the  Arian  cause,  maintained  the  authority 
of  the  limger  copies ;  but  his  opinion  hath  found  but  few 
abettors^  and  those  of  inconsiderable  name,  even  in  his 
own  party.  The  Presbyterian  divines,  desirous  to  get 
rid  of  so  great  an  authority  as  that  of  Ignatius,  in  favour 
of  Bpiscopacyi  the  righte  of  which  are  set  very  high  in 
these  epistles^  were  unwilling  to  allow  their  authenticity 
in  either  form.  But  with  a  majority  of  the  learned^  these 
seven  epistles  are  received  as  authentick ;  and  the  short- 
er edition  is  supposed  to  exhibit  the  genuine  text  This, 
at  leasty  was  the  opinion  of  Isaac  Yossius^  Usher,  Ham- 

9Mmd|  Feta?iuS|  Grotiitts,  Pearson;  Boll;  Gave^  Wakcv 
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GMmat,  enbt,  Bq^Of  TiUew»l^  Le  OlM.  On 
Itm  other-tide^  tkod  no  nemee  to  bk  eompated  with 
iheee,  exdept  ihe  three  of  HahnuiQe,  Blondel^  and 
SelLne.  Perhepe  yon  will  add  that  of  Bochartt  But 
VbfB  great  Doohart^e  doobte,  i^ent  to  one  only  of  tho 
oeveny*  the  epiatle  to  the  Bomane  $  and  they  are  foand* 
od  on  a  chronology  of  the  word  IsopariUf  whiph  Pear« 
•on  hath  proved  to  be  erroneons.t    :      . 

8.  Moaheim  holds  a  middle  opinion.  The  question 
of  preference  between  the  two  editions,  he  thinks  onde- 
cUtod.  Whichever  edition  be  piofenredi  he  thinks  tho 
aos^cion  of  interpolation  and  coimption  cannot  be  en- 
Mrely  removed.  That  these  epistles  are  of  great  anti* 
f  nity,  he  thinks  certain.  That  thcgr  are  not  altogether 
fbrgeriesy  so  credible^  that  nothug  can  be  more.  Bat 
Imiw  fiur  they  are  sincere,  ho  takes  to  be  a  knot  whkh 
cannot  be  nntied.|  At  the  same  time  ho  allows^  what 
with  me  entirely  overtnms  his  singular  opiaion,  that  the 
authenticity  of  them  would  never  have  been  called  in 
question,  had  they  not  contained,  what  the  advocates  of 
Bpiscopacy  knew  how  to  turn  to  the  advantage  of  their 
cause ;  which,  when  the  Presbyterians  and  others,  who 
were  for  abolishing  the  privileges  of  the  clergy,  under- 
stood; they  attacked  them  vrith  a  warmth,  by  which  they 
more  harmed  their  own  reputation  than  the  authenticity 
of  those  writings.  B  It  is  true,  he  taxes  the  writers  on 
the  other  side,  but  not  so  generally,  with  no  less  in* 
temperance.    But,  in  my  judgment,  the  authenticity 
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of  ucieat  writings  must  be  set  very  liigb,  which  codU 
never  have  been  brought  in  question^  bat  throoj^  pre* 
jadice. 

9.  With  this  preponderance  therefore^  of  anthoritiee 
on  the  side  of  the  epistles^  and  with  this  confession  of 
Mosbeim  against  his  own  opinimi^  I  shall  take  the  liber« 
ty  to  appeal  to  them,  as  they  stand  in  the  shorter  edition, 
as  the  gi&noine  writings  of  the  blessed  martyr :  not  free 
indeed  from  those  blemishes^  which  arise  from  the  haste, 
the  cardessnessy  and  the  ignorance  of  transcribers ;  but 
npmi  the  whole^  not  less  sincere^  than  most  other  pieces 
of  the  same  antiquity.  I  shall  appeal  to  them  with  the 
less  scruple,  forasmuch  as  the  same  sincerity,  which  I 
ascribe  to  them,  and  which  is  quite  suffici^  for  my 
purpose,  is  allowed  by  the  learned  and  the  candid 
Lardner ;  whose  judgment  must  have  been  biassed  by 
his  opinions,  in  prejudice  of  these  writings,  if  any  thing 
could  have  biassed  his  judgment,  in  prejudice  of  the 
evidence  of  truth.  After  suggesting  in  no  very  confident 
language,  that  '^  even  the  smaller  epistles  may  have  been 
tampered  with  by  the  Arians,  or  the  orthodox,  or  both ;" 
he  adds,  '^  I  do  not  affirm,  that  there  are  in  them  any 
considerable  corruptions  or  alterations.'^*  If  no  consi* 
derable  corruptions  or  alterations,  certainly  none,  re« 
specting  a  point  of  such  importance,  as  the  origiual 
nature  of  Christ.  I  will  therefore  still  appeal  to  these 
epistles,  as  sufficiently  sincere,  to  be  decisive  upon  the 
p<nnt  in  dispute.    Nor,  shall  I  think  myself  obliged  to 


*  Hiete  words  cf  Dr  Lardner,  are  eited  by  Dr  Priettley  himself,  in  his  reply 
to  the  AoimadTenioD^  in  the  Monthly  ReTiew  of  June,  17ft3,  p.  36.  They  make 
%.  part  of  hit  proof^  that  these  epistles  are  so  oomipted,  as  not  to  be  quotttd  with 
u&ftf.   See  replj  to  Apimadfcraonsy  p.  d€. 
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go  into  fhs  prorf  of  -thdr  anOieiiticity^  till  yoa  have 
given  a  satisfactory  rqply^  to  eveiy  part  of  Bishop  Pear- 
son's  elaborate  defence :  a  work|  which  I  suspect  yoa 
have  not  yet  looked  Ikrouffi. 

lanii&c. 

P.  S.  To  the  aothorities  for  the  epistles  of  Igna- 
tins,  according  to  the  shorter  eopiesi  1  most  add  Fa- 
hricins. 
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LETTER  SIXTH. 

Jji  reply  to  Br  PrieMeyU  second. — The  difference  tf 
the  Ebionites  and  JfaxareneSy  no  singular  or  new 
opinion  of  the  Archdeacon^ s.-^The  same  thing  main» 
tained  hy  Mosheim  arid  other  criticks  of  great  name. 
Dr  Priestlefs  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eusebi'- 
us,  not  neglected  in  the  drchdeacon^s  Charge.'^Ur 
Priestley^s  conclusions  from  the  several  passages  cited 
hy  him  from  Spiphanius,  confuted. — The  JSlaaareneSp 
no  sect  of  the  apostolick  age. — Ebion,  not  contempo^ 
rary  with  8t  John. —  Hie  antiquity  of  a  sect,  not  a 
proof  of  its  orthodoxy. 

JDEAR  SIB, 

THE  citadel  of  yoar  strength,  is  the  argament  from 
the  Nazarenes;  to  which^  however,  I  have  given  a 
place  among  my  specimens  of  insufficient  proof.  Toa 
find  the  attack  upon  thb  fortress,  warm  on  every  side  ; 
and  your  resistence  b  proportionably  vigorous.  So  im* 
patient  are  you  for  its  defence,  that  you  take  it  out  of  its 
turn,  passing  by  my  third  specimen — the  argument  from 
Athanasius;  which  you  very  properly  consider  as  au 
outwork,  which  will  be  indeed  of  little  consequence,  if 
the  citadel  should  surrender — which  however,  must  be 
the  case ;  neither  force  nor  stratagem  can  defend  it. 

2.  Two  points,  you  know,  must  be  made  out  to  save 
argument :  the  one,  that  the  faith  of  the  Nazarenes 


iflnns  m  muvi  tmr.  n 

was  Uniltiuui ;  Uie  oOmTi  Oiat  tbete  Uniiuiaii  Kaza* 
teaes  were  the  Helwew  01iriitfaD%  er  (he  aMaben  of 
the  primitive  church  of  JemealeBk  To  prove  the  Ink 
pobty  yoB  aUde  by  year  origiiial  aaeeriioiii  that  the  Na- 
sarenee  and  the  Bbioaitea,  were  one  aad  the  nune  peo- 
pla^  under  diflBsrent  aames.  Thia  eieertioa  yog  atteapt 
to  defend  apuni*  my  olgectiona.  We  ahall  fee  with 
whateaoceei« 

S.  Toa  allowy  ^  it  has  been  imagined  by  eome,  that 
there  was  a  diflinrenoe  between  tiie  dodrine  of  the  EU> 
onites  and  the  Naaarenesy  conoendng  the  person  of 
OhrisL''^^    Something  of  a  diflbrawe,  some  half. witied 
mticks  have^  it  seemsi  tmosgnisiL    Bat  yon  take  care  to 
insinoate  in  tlie  next  oentencoi  that  none  befonme^  ever 
dreamed  of  so  wide  a  diflbrenoe^  as  I  wodd  pot  between 
tbeoL    It  had  only  been  ima|^ned  ^  that  the  Ebionitea 
disbelievedf  while  the  Nazarenes  msintaiiied^  the  minu 
Goloas  conception  ;''t  both  concnrrii^  in  the  disbelief 
of  oar  Lord's  divinity.    <<  For  as  to  any  Nazarenes^ 
who  believed  tliat  Christ  was  any  thing  more  than  man^ 
yon  find  no  trace  of  them  in  histoiy.^':!^    And  yon  tlunk 
it  extraordinary,  ^^  that  it  shonld  now  be  made  a  pointy 
to  find  some  diflBsrence  lietween  the  Nazarenes  and  the 
Sbionitesy  inasmuch  as  you  believe,  no  critick  of  any 
aame  in  the  last  age^  pretended  to  find  any."|    Indeed, 
yon  may  well  be  astonished.    For,  **  the  learned  Jere« 
miah  Jones''^  wrote  a  chapter  to  prove  them  the  same 
people. 
4.  Indeed^  Bir^  I  must  take  shame  to  myself  and 


*  Utttn  to  Dr  Hontejr,  p.  li.      f  Ibid.      #  Ml 
I  nid.  p.  SB.  I  IMk 
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fliat  this  letnied  Jeremiah  Jmiea,  is  not  of  my 
•cqwHiitaiice.  I  find  upon  inquiry^  that  he  is  very  much 
nkaown  among  my  brethren  c^  the  establishment ;  I 
am  infimned^  however^  that  he  was  not  undeserving  of 
Am  ^thet  which  you  have  coopled  with  his  name^  he 
was,  it  seems,  the  tutor  of  the  venerable  Lardner^  and 
was  thoog^t^  in  natural  ability,  to  excel  his  pupil.  Ne» 
vertheless,  Sir,  I  conceive  I  may  be  pardoned,  if  I  pre- 
mme  to  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  Jeremiah  Jones,  not- 
withstanding the  importance  that  may  have  accrued  to 
it  from  the  approbation  of  Dr  Priestley.  That,  Sir^ 
which  you  are  pleased  to  call  an  ima^nation  of  some^ 
flie  notion  of  a  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and 
the  Ebionites,  was  the  decided  opinion  of  a  writer  bet- 
ter kaown  than  Jeremiah  Jones —  the  illustrious  Mo* 
ffaeuBu  ^<  Thb  littie  body  of  Christians,''  says  thai 
learned  historian,  <<  which  coupled  Moses  with  Ghristi 
tpUt  agun  into  two  sects,  distinguished  from  each  other 
by  th^  doctrines  concerning  Christ,  and  the  permanent 
obligation  of  the  law ;  and  perhaps  by  other  circum« 
atances.''^  As  a  certain  proof  that  they  were  two  dis« 
tinct  sects,  he  observes,  that  each  had  its  own  gospel. 
fle  says,  that  ^^  the  Nazarenes  had  a  better  and  truer 
Botbn  of  Christ  than  the  Ebionites.'^t 

6.  It  may  be,  Mosheim  was  the  inventor  of  this  dis- 
tinction, since  you  have  not  found  it  in  any  critick  of 


Pwriifcim  TOO  hoe  GhriiCiaiioram  agmeiiy  quod  Moiea  Chriito  ioeuibtt«  ia 
iterom  di«Ujeb&t  aeeUi;  dogmaUbai  de  Chriato,  legitque  DeeetaiUte,  forte 
elitm  rcimt  •ejanetts.    JftfbMcsm  de  Rtlnu  CkrUHanorum  ante  Comtanti' 
Sse.  S.  iM.  zxxix. 

t  Nftzarei  nimirom  ct  de  Christo  nolto  rccUnt  et  feriai  tentiebMit  quam 
SbtecL  Ibid,  a,  *  *  *. 
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any  name  of  the  last  age.  Perhaps^  Sir,  yon  and  I, 
when  we  speak  of  criticks  of  any  name^  may  not  always 
agree  in  the  persons^  to  whom  we  would  apply  that  des« 
cription.  May  I  then  take  leave  to  ask,  what  yon  think 
of  Hugo  G(rotias  ?  Was  He  a  critick  of  any  name  ? 
YossiuSy  Spencer,  Huetias,  were  these  criticks  of  any 
name  ?  If  they  were,  Sir,  yon  mast  come  again  to  your 
confessions.  For  Hugo  Grotias,  Yossius,  Spencer,  and 
Huetias*  agree  that  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites^ 
Chough  sometimes  confounded,  were  distinct  sects ;  and 
they  maintain  the  opinion,  which  I  now  maintain,  of 
the  high  orthodoxy  of  the  proper  Nazarenes,  in  the  arti* 
cle  of  our  Lord's  divinity. 

6.  But  it  may  be,  that  the  Nazarenes  were  Unitarian^ 
though  they  were  not  Ebionites.  For  the  doctrine  con- 
cerning our  Lord's  divinity,  is  not  the  only  point,  io 
which  the  pretended  difference  is  placed  :  and  ^^  as  to 
any  Nazarenes,  who  believed  that  Christ  was  any  thing 
more  than  man,  you  find  no  trace  of  them  iu  history."! 
Tou  have  then  been  less  successful  than  Hugo  Grotius, 
Yossius,  Spencer,  Uuetius  :  not  to  mention  others  of  in- 
ferior note. 

7.  You  see,  Sir,  (our  readers  at  least  will  see,)  that 
you  had  little  ground  to  represent  the  opinion,  which  I 
maintain,  of  a  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and 
Ebionites,  as  singular  or  noveL  Your  attempt  to  set  it 
forth  in  that  light,  I  cannot  but  consider  as  a  stratfe$;em, 
which  you  are  willing  to  employ  for  the  preservation  of 


*  Gmtitit  in   MaUh.  c.  i.    Voasius  dc  gcnere  Jeni  Christi,  cap.  ii.   t^ee.  1. 
Spencer  in  Ori^Mi  contra  Ccltuin,  ad.  p.  56.    Uuetiui  ia  Origeais  commcu  tana> 

p.  74. 

jf  LeU«n  to  Or  lionioy,  p.  li.  ) 
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your  battered  citadel — ^the  argument  from  the  Naza- 
lenes.  In  this  stratagem^  if  I  mistake  not^  you  are  com- 
pletely foiled.  In  your  sallies  against  the  batteries 
wluch  I  have  raised^  I  trust  you  will  be  little  more  suc- 
cessfbL  But  as  too  much  of  stratagem  is  apt  to  mix 
itself  with  all  your  operations^  it  will  be  necessary 
that  I  watch  very  narrowly  the  manner  of  your  ap. 
proaches, 

.  8.  Tour  reply  to  my  objections  against  the  testimony^ 
ivhich  Epiphanius  is  supposed  to  bear  to  the  identity  of 
the  two  sects^  is  opened  with  a  complaint^  that  I  have 
said  nothing  <^  to  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  £use. 
bios."*  Sir,  either  here  io  more  stratagem^  or  you  have 
dealt  by  me^  as  you  profess  to  do  by  the  ancients.  You 
have  only  looked  through  my  Ghai^.  Had  you  read 
it  through^  you  could  hardly  have  missed  something  that 
i  say  to  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eusebius.  I 
flatly  deny  any  direct  testimony  of  Origen^  in  favour  of 
the  identity  which  you  would  prove ;  and  I  have  shown 
that  the  passages^  from  which  you  would  draw  the  in- 
fertnce,  are  little  to  your  purpose.'^!  The  argument 
from  Eusebius,  you  will  be  pleased  to  recollect,  made 
no  part  of  your  original  proof.  It  first  appeared  among 
certain  corrections  and  additions,  which  are  annexed  to 
jrour  *^  Reply  to  the  Animadversions''  of  a  learned  wri- 
ter in  the  Monthly  Review.  It  was  impossible  there- 
finre^  that  I  should  take  notice  of  it  in  my  Charge,  which 
had  been  sent  to  the  press,  and  was  in  great  part  print- 
ed, before  I  had  any  knowledge  of  the  Reply,  or  indeed 


•  Letters  to  Dr  Hortley,  p.  14. 

t  Chvge  L  lec  1%^  and  Appendix,  lec.  1. 
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q{  the  animadversioM  which  oocaBioned  iL  But  in  the 
Appendix  to  my  Ghargei  which  was  written  after  I  bad 
read  year  Beply^  and  in  conieqaence  of  it— I  complain* 
ed;  that  you  had  made  no  reference  to  the  particular 
passages  of  Eusebios^  npon  which  yon  woold  found 
your  aignment.* 

9.  However^  that  I  said  something  very  material  to 
the  argument  from  Epiphanius^  you  deny  not  I  said 
indeed^  that  no  man  could  allege^  as  you  do^  the  testimo- 
By  of  JSpiphanius  to  the  identity  of  the  Ebionites  and 
Nszarenes^  who  had  read  to  the  end^  so  much  as  the 
first  sentence  of  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Ebionites. 
And  I  still  say  the  same  thing :  for  in  that  first  sentence 
Epiphanius  asserts,  that  Ebion  made  additions  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Naasarenes.  Among  these  additions  I 
place^  although  vou  wiU  no^  the  mere  humanity  of 
Christ 

10.  Tou  tell  me  in  reply,  that  if  I  had  myself  read 
the  second  paragraph  of  this  same  chapter  of  £pipbani« 
us^  it  would  have  shown  me  the  errror  of  my  own  re- 
mark ;  for  in  that  second  paragraph,  you  say  it  appears, 
that  the  difference  between  the  Ebionites  and  the  Naza- 
renes;  lay  in  other  particulars,  not  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
mere  humanity  of  Ghrist.t  Tou  then  produce  that  pa« 
ragraph,  with  a  string  of  other  passages,  confirming,  as 
you  think,  the  assertion  which  you  pretend  to  find  in  it, 
of  the  agreement  of  the  two  sects  upon  the  point  in  ques* 
tion.  Epiphanius  tells  us,  as  you  think,  in  the  second 
paragraph  of  his  section  about  the  Ebionites,  *^  That 


*  Appendix  to  Cbargv,  lee.  8. 
t  Lotien  taDr  Uortlejr*  p.  15<-17. 
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Sbkm  borrowed  his  abominable  rites  (so  you  render 
iSexvf Of )  from  the  Hamaritans ;  bis  opinion  (yv^fifip)  from 
the  Nazarenes;  his  name  from  the  Jews.''  In  ttie 
second  section,  as  yon  understand  him,  he  places  the 
whole  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebion* 
ites^  in  a  single  circumstance,  totally  unconnected  with 
the  opinions  about  Christ.  In  the  same  section,  yoa 
say,  he  speaks  of  the  two  sects  as  inhabiting  the  same 
country,  and  adds,  that  ^^  agreeing  togetlier,  they  com- 
municated of  their  perverseness  to  each  other/'* 

11.  Now,  Bir,  in  these  quotations,  I  have  to  complain 
partly  of  the  want  of  critical  discernment ;  partly  of 
stratagem ;  partly  of  unskilful  interpretation :  and  I 
ai&rm,  that  not  one  of  the  passages  alleged,  is  to  your 
purpose* 

IS.  For  the  second  paragraph  of  the  first  section,  the 
only  clause  in  it  of  which  you  can  avail  yourself,  is  that 
in  which  it  is  asserted,  according  to  your  translation^ 

that  ^Ebion  took his  opinion  from  the  Nazarenes/'f 

Bot  here.  Sir,  is  stratagem.  Why  is  not  the  entire 
clause  produced  ?  Because  the  enture  clause,  would  de- 
feat the  conclusion  which  it  is  brought  to  establish. 
Does  Ephiphanius  say,  that  Ebion  took  his  opinion 
simply  from  the  Nazarenes  ?  He  says  it  not ;  even  if  it 
be  admitted,  that  the  word  yfufinf  is  rightly  rendered  by 
wpinian.  If  opinion  be  indeed  what  is  here  signified  by 
yvii/Kirr,  Epiphanius  says  that  Ebion  took  his  opinion 
from  the  ^^  the  Oss^ans,  the  Nazor JEans,  and  the  Nasa- 


i** 
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Mani.'^  Tbe  Nasoneimt  rf  ]^^aiiiii%  (NaC»fcioi) 
vera  the  Christiau  Nuwenes.  Bat  hii  NatarjEAM 
wera  no  Oltrifltiaiis.  They  were  a  Jewish  eect-mne  of 
Uie  neveii  which  wero  rabfusitivg  at  the  time  of  our 
Lord>  appeaiaoce ;  the  fifth  in  Kpiphanios's  enumera- 
tpon.  The  Oflssaiui,  were  the  sixth  of  those  seven  sects 
of  Judaisn,  So  that,  if  any  thing  is  asserted  in  this 
^lanse  concenung  the  opiniou  of  ShioOf  it  i%  that  they 
were  a  suxtoro  of  the  extravagancies  of  three  sects ;  two 
Jewish,  and  one  Christian.  Bat  his  general  assertion 
will  never  determinSi  to  which  of  these  three  sources,  any 
particalar  opinion  maintained  by  Ehiony  is  to  be  refer* 
red-  It  will  be  probable,  that  thu  doctrine  of  onr 
lAsrd's  humanity,  was  an  accommodation  of  the  old  doc* 
trine  of  the  Nazarenes,  to  the  prejudices  of  his  Jewisli 
friends.  For  how  will  yon  prove,  ffir,  that  Ebion,  if  he 
taught  the  same  opinions  which  yoa  now  maintain,  was 
not  actuated  by  the  same  generous  motives :  a  tender 
charity  for  the  Jews,  whom  he  might  propose,  as  you  do, 
to  reconcile  to  the  evangelick  doctrine,  by  divesting  the 
doctrine  of  every  thing  properly  evangelick  ? 

1&  But  I  contend  further,  that  the  word  yra>/iifr,  in  this 
passage  of  Epiphanius,  is  not  rightly  rendered  by 
apinian^  It  often  indeed  denotes  opinian  in  good  Oreek 
writers ;  but  it  is  not  used  in  that  sense  here.  That  it  is 
not,  appears  from  the  subsequent  part  of  the  same  sen* 
tence ;  in  which  yru/m  is  mentioned  as  something  distinct 

fironi  yrw^ic  Snd  ffyyKare&WK  r^r  <i/ay/tAi6ir  (perhaps  we 
ahould  read  ivctyyiKi^Qf)  Kod  aTorox»r  ^ffi  9r<ri»(.  ^^  Kbion, 
says  Epiphanius,  desired  to  bear  the  appellation  of  a 
Christian,  but  not  to  adopt  the  practice  of  Christians, 
nor  their  yfy/in,  nor  their  knowledge,  nor  their  assent  to 
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to  the  evaiigeli§t8  and  aposUes^  concerniag  ihe  faith.''* 
Now  knowledge  and  assent  Gonceming  faith  to  thb 
evangelists  and  apostles,  include  reli^oaft  opini6n; 
Tvv^ir,  tlierefiire,  being  mentioned  its  distinct  from  these^ 
is  not  opinion.  It  seems  to  he  rather  ns6d  hefe,  for 
what  is  expressed  in  Bn^ish  by  the  word  MenHmentg  t 
thing  which  irflen  modifies  opinion,  but  itself  is  not  op{« 
nion.  Of  this  use  of  tlie  word,  examples  are  not  want- 
ing. <<  Ebion,  il  is  said,  possessed  the  sentiments  of 
Ossttans,  Nazarenes,  iuid  Nasaraeans."  He  resembled 
these  Christian  and  Jewish  sectaries,  in  that  illiberalitf 
of  seBtiment,  which  inclined  the  Nazarenes,  to  think  the 
ebsMvance  of  the  ritual  law  necessary  to  a  Ohristian's 
salvmtioa,  and  disposed  the  Osteant,  and  the  Nasa- 
taans,  to  numy  senseless  soperstitions.  Bat  this  rt* 
Mmblance  is  no  proof,  that  he  took  his  opinion  of  thfe 
mere  homanity  of  Glirist,  from  the  Christian  Nasa* 
lenes. 

14.  Bat  if  this  passage  is  Bot  sufficiently  explicit 
the  second  sedion,  yoa  will  tell  me,  is  decisive.  Un* 
fortunately,  the  long  passage  which  you  have  produced 
from  this  section,  wants  to  be  set  in  order,  before  any 
use  can  be  made  of  it :  and  when  we  have  made  thft 
best  of  the  present  text,  which  I  fear  is  too  corrupt  to  be 
perfectly  restored  without  manuscripts,  it  will  little  serve 
your  purpose.  Much  indeed  of  the  coitfasion  arises^ 
fton  a  false  punctuation,  whi6h  your  own  translation 
seta  in  a  most  conspicuous  light ;  as  a  little  remark  whicli 
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ycm  have  thrown  in^  points  out  the  correction  of  it 
^  -— — >  and  first,  he  asserted  that  Christ  was  born  of 
the  commerce  and  seed  of  a  man,  namely  Joseph^  as 
we  signified  aboveJ^^  This  assertion  of  Ebion's,  had 
not  been  signified  above :  it  is  mentioned  in  this  passage 
for  the  first  time.  You  remark,  tliat  these  words,  <^  as 
we  signified  above,''  refer  to  the  first  words  of  the  first 
section  :  but  in  the  fbrst  words  of  the  first  section,  we 
have  no  signification  of  Ebion's  denial  of  the  miraculous 
conception,  nor  in  any  words  previous  to  this  clause  of 
the  second  section :  and  the  reference  cannot  be  to  pre- 
vious words,  for  that  which  no  previous  words  contain. 
The  reference  therefore,  which  is  explicitly  to  some- 
thing previous,  can  liave  no  connexion,  with  the  denial 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  which  is  now  mentioned 
for  the  first  time.  It  must  connect  however,  with  some* 
tiling  in  the  writer's  present  narrative,  or  it  hath  no 
meaning*  Now  in  the  words  which  immediately  pre- 
cede  the  clause,  which  regards  Ebion's  heterodoxy  upon 
the  article  of  the  conception,  that  is,  in  the  initial  clauses 
of  this  section,  Epiphanius  actually  repeats  what  he 
had  said  before.  With  these  clauses  therefore,  this  re- 
ference  to  the  former  part  of  his  narrative  is  to  be  con- 
nected ;  and  the  intervening  clause,  regarding  the  con- 
ception,  should  be  set  out  as  a  parenthesis.  I  will  now 
present  you  with  the  Greek  text  properly  pointed,  ac- 
companied with  two  translations ;  your  own  on  one 
side,  and  mine  upon  the  other ;  that  our  readers,  compa. 
ring  both  with  the  original,  may  judge  for  themselves  of 
the  propriety  of  each. 
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10.  The  manner  in  which  Ebion'g  opinion^  concern- 
ceming  the  conception  of  oar  Lord^  \%  mentioned  in  pa. 
renthesis,  seems  to  exclude  it  from  those  principles, 
which  he  borrowed  from  other  sectaries.  If  those  other 
sectaries  therefore  were  the  Nazarenes,  then  this  opin* 
ion,  as  it  shoald  seem^  was  no  principle  with  them ; 
and  this  passage,  like  most  <^  your  quotations,  contra, 
diets  what  you  have  brought  it  up  to  prove. 

18.  Tou  will  perhaps  object^  that  if  Ephiphanins 
meant  to  insinuate,  that  Bbion  and  the  Nazarenes  held 
different  opinions  about  Christ ;  he  would  not  have  na- 
med another  thingi  as  the  single  point  in  which  they 
differed.  Nor  hath  he  done  tUs.  Having  described 
Ebion's  doctrine,  as  a  compilation  of  the  extravagancies 
of  other  sects,  he  says,  he  differed  only  in  a  sinj^e  point. 
That  is,  there  was  but  a  single  pmnt  in  his  whole  sys- 
tem,  in  which  he  differed  from  all  the  sects  from  whkh 
he  borrowed :  which  was  this,  that  his  Judaism  was  of 
the  Samaritan  cast.  But  it  follows  not  from  this,  that 
whatever  he  maintained  besides,  was  to  be  found  in  the 
doctrines  of  the  Nazarenes,  or  of  any  other  in  particular, 
of  the  varbus  heresies  of  which  the  Ebionsean  was 
composed. 

17.  But,  to  deal  sincerely,  t  must  confess,  that  it  is 
not  at  all  clear  to  me,  that  the  Nazarenes  are  the  sect 
intended,  in  the  beginning  of  this  section,  under  the  des« 
eription  of  Ebion's  contemporarieSi  from  whom  he  bor- 
rowed  his  principles.  If  they  were  not,  this  section 
will  neither  afford  any  proof  of  your  opioion,  nor  be 
conclusive  on  the  other  side.  The  persons  intended 
are  not  named,  otherwise  than  by  the  pronoun  tA^^  : 
and  for  this  pronoun,  if  you  examine  the  original  text^ 
vou  will  be  much  at  a  loss  to  find  an  antecedent.    Tnis 
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pranonn,  vied  at  it  ia  hore^  m  a  fdatlve^  is  generally  to 
be  referred  to  the  persona  mentioned  last  before^  in  tbft 
muthor's  disconrse.  Bat  in  all  the  preceding  part  off 
ttiis  disconrse  about  the  Ebionites,  the  Nazarenes  are 
no  where  mentioned,  except  in  that  sentence,  in  which 
they  are  joined  with  the  Osssans  and  the  Nasarseaos^ 
and  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  chapter,  where  they 
are  intended  by  this  same  pronoun,  as  the  sect  described 
in  the  chapter  next  preceding.  The  persons  last  men« 
Honed  in  the  present  disconrse^  are  the  Jews  and  the 
Samaritans :  and  of  these  the  pronoun  Wlm9  may  be  red* 
ditive.  EbioQ  might  be  called  their  contemporary,  if  he 
Hved  before  the  fews  entirely  lost  their  consideration  in 
flie  world,  as  a  reli^ous  sect ;  and  while  the  Samaritane 
were  yet  subsisting  as  a  distinct  sect  of  Judaism ;  he  set 
out  from  the  same  prindplea  with  them,  because  ha 
maintained  the  permanent  obligation  of  the  ritual  law* 
If  this  be  the  true  exposition,  of  the  two  first  clauses  of 
this  section ;  it  is  the  purport  of  the  parenthesis,  which 
follows  them,  to  remark,  that  Bbion,  even  in  that  part 
of  his  doctrine  which  could  not  be  borrowed,  either 
from  Jews  or  Samaritans,  carried  his  desire  of  accom- 
modating to  Jewish  principles,  such  a  length,  as  to  ac. 
knowledge  our  Lord,  for  nothing  more  than  a  preacher 
of  righteousness.  But  this  leads  to  no  conclusion  about 
the  fkith  of  the  Nazarenes. 

18.  1  have  sometimes  thought,  that  the  pronoun  ^1^$ 
might  be  redditive,  not  of  the  Nazarenes  singly,  but  ot 
all  the  sects  which  are  mentioned  in  the  preceding  part 
ef  the  narrative,  as  furnishing  the  constituent  parts  of 
Ebion's  system ;  namely,  of  the  Jews,  the  Samaritans, 
file  Ossaeans,  the  Nasarseans,  the  Nas(arenes,  the  Oerin- 
ihians,  and  the  Carpocratians*    With  all  these,  accord* 
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ing  to  the  confased  chronolc^  of  this  insociirato  writer^ 
Bbion,  as  a  junior  with  an  elder^  was  contemporary : 
and  he  set  oat  from  the  same  principles  with  them ;  in« 
asmach  as  all  his  principles  were  borrowed,  some  from 
one  of  these  sects,  some  from  another :  the  only  thing 
which  was  peculiar  to  himself  being  this ;  that  the  Jada» 
ism  which  be  practised,  was  of  the  Samaritan  cast.  In 
this  exposition  of  the  pronoun  rJIm,  the  importance  of 
the  parenthesis  most  be  to  signify,  that  the  mere  human- 
ity of  Christ  was  made  a  principle  by  Ebioo,  although 
it  was  no  principle  with  those  from  whom  he  borrowed. 
It  was  indeed  a  part  of  the  Gerinthian  doctrine,  not  as  a 
principle,  but  as  a  consequence  from  principles.  The 
principles  of  the  Gerinthian  doctrine  were  the  principles 
of  the  Oriental  philosophy :  and  the  denial  of  our  Lord's 
divinity,  and  of  his  miraculous  conception,  in  the  system 
of  Cerinthus,  was  a  consequence  of  that  cardinal  princi- 
ple of  the  Oriental  philosophy,  which  put  eternal  enmi- 
ty between  God  and  every  thing  material.  But  with 
£bion,  the  denial  of  the  miraculous  conception,  was 
itself  a  first  principle,  independent  of  every  thing  else. 
In  this  view  of  it  ao;aiii,  the  parenthesis  leads  to  no  con- 
clusion concerning  the  Nazarenes. 

19.  Which  exposition  of  the  pronoun  r^Uv  is  to  be 
preferred,  is  a  point  upon  which  I  can  bring  myself  to 
no  fixed  opinion.  I  very  much  suspect,  as  I  have  aU 
ready  observed,  some  considerable  corruption  of  the 
text :  for,  although  £piphaiiius  is  indeed  a  wretched 
writer,  the  obscurity  of  this  sentence,  as  it  stands,  is 
more  than  mere  bad  writing  is  apt  to  create.  But  ex- 
pound the  pronoun  as  you  please,  the  passage  will 
be  either  agwist  you,  or  at  the  best  nothing  to  your 
pur^iose. 
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JBOl  Bat  in  a  subsequent  aentencei  Bpiphanins  spealui 
it  wbtmBf  <^  of  the  Ebionites,  as  inhabiting  the  same 
eoantry  as  the  Nazarenes  ;'^  and  adds^  <<  that  agreeing 
together^  {key  communicated  of  their  pervereeneee  to 
€ach  other  J'  It  is  true,  that  in  the  passage  which  you 
have  prodocedy  Epiphanius  speaks  of  the  Ebionites^  at 
the  near  neighbours  of  certain  Nazarenes^  and  of  a  re* 
semblance  which  the  vicinity  of  situatbn  produced — but 
the  Nazaienes  intended^  were  they  the  Christian  Naza^ 
nnesy  or  the  NasarjEan  Jews  ?  They  are  called  <^  the 
lawlera  Nazarenes'^  [NaCaf'n'^i  ^l  aro^oi].  The  Chris- 
tiao  Nazarenes^  had  nothing  in  their  conduct,  that  might 
fender  them  deserving  of  this  epithet.  Their  error  was^ 
that  they  feared  to  use  their  liberty,  not  that  they  abused 
it  Tiie  Nasar»an  Jews,  as  Jews,  were  lawless  in  a 
.?ery  emphatick  sense  j  inasmuch  as  they  renounced  the 
whole  rfthe  Mosaick  law,  except  that  they  circumcisedf 
kept  the  Sabbath,  and  paid  some  regard  to  the  stated 
festivals.  It  was  not,  that  they  denied  the  authority  of 
Moses :  but,  by  what  may  be  gathered  from  Epipha- 
nios's  account  of  them,  they  pretended  that  the  real 
laws  of  Moses  were  lost,  and  that  the  Pentateuch  of  the 
Jews  was,  in  all  but  the  historical  parts,  a  spurious 
work.*  Upoo  these  principles,  they  held  themselves 
released  from  all  rites,  but  those  which  the  histoiy  itself 
Confirmed.  This  sect  was  found  chiefly  in  the  region  of 
Basantis :  and  in  a  town  called  Cochaba,  in  the  same 


lit  eonjeeture,  whieh  I  formed  from  Epiphanhu't  account  of  this  Ke^  t 
iboud  oonfirmed  by  DHmawenai ;  vbo  layi,  that  they  held  the  Peati- 

of  the  Jewt  to  be  a  spurious  work,  aod  pretended  to  have  the  original  m 
flbeir  ova  faaodt.  Tatci^nc  irmixjmx^  >t*M(  w  f»«u  Mmrmt  ir^fUlt^n^  HMflv  k, 
na^  m/kif  imOCMMmu.   Joao.  Uanaaetn.  de  Hwresibai. 
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WgiWy  B^plMQWS  plaoM  ttie  origuial  reridenee  of 
Sbiem  Tliese  NasarjEaiis  therefore,  w^^e  ndgjhboars 
of  the  Ebiomtes,  and  they  seem  to  be  the  people  iBtend- 
cd  in  this  pamftge. 

SI.  It  ttaj  perhaps  seem  strange,  that  any  resem- 
Uance  shoold  be  pretended,  between  a  Christian  sect 
whkh  adhered  te  the  Mosaick  law,  and  a  Jewish  sect 
which  Injected  it  Bnt  the  first  Ebimiites,  if  Epipha. 
filas  is  to  be  trosted  in  his  description  of  tiiem,  retained 
MtUng  more  of  genuine  Jodaism,  than  the  Nasansans. 
Whatever  more  they  had  which  looked  like  Jodaism,  it 
was  borrowed  from  the  Samaritan  snpeistiitioii. 

SiB.  Bnt  whoever  tliese  lawless  Naaarenes  ndght  be, 
ttieir  agreement  with  the  Sbioniies,  is  an  addition  dT 
your  own,  founded  on  a  misinterpretation  of  the  origi. 
nal.  Epiphamtts  answers  for  nottibg  more,  than  some 
general  resemblance.  His  words  are  io  ibis  eflfect 
<^  From  hence  he  began  to  propagate  his  pemidous  doc^ 
trine ;  namely,  from  the  same  parts  which  it  hath  before 
been  said  those  lawless  Nazarenes  inhabited.  For  be* 
ing  contigaous,  he  to  them,  and  they  to  him,  each  im- 
parted  to  the  other  of  his  own  particular  impiety.  And 
yet,  in  certain  things  they  diflEer;  bnt  in  evil  disposition, 
they  were  counterparts  one  to  the  other.''*  What  you 
took  for  agi*eement  is  contiguity  of  situation ;  and  the 
resemblance  comes  at  last  to  nothing  more,  than  an  un» 
defined  general  resemblance,  with  speciflck  differences. 
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Ao  entire  likeness  is  not  pretended  in  any  drcumstanoo^ 
bnt  the  common  depravity  of  disposition^ 

S3l  To  these  passages  from  the  chapter  about  the 
Kbionitesy  yon  subjoin  another^  from  the  7th  section  of 
the  preceding  chapter^  which  treats  of  the  Nazareaes* 
<'  He  saySy  that  they  were  Jews  in  all  respects^  except 
that  they  believed  in  Christ  ihut  Idonot  know  whether 
Aey  hM  Ae  mirMcuhus  eonceptiam  or  netJ'^  Thid 
you  say^  ^  amounts  to  no  mwe  than  a  doubt,  which  lie 
mflerwards  abandoned^  by  asserting  that  the  Ebionitea 
beld  the  same  opinicm  concerning  Christ  with  the  Na« 
sarenes ;  which  opinion  be  expressly  states  to  be  their 
belief^  tiiat  Jesus  was  a  mere  man^  and  the  son  of  J<^ 
iepb.^'t  I  lament^  Sir^  that^  in  justice  to  my  own  causOf 
I  must  here  openly  complain  of  the  perverseness  of  youv 
innslation.  When  you  cite  an  ancient  author^  why  will 
yoa  make  him  say  more  or  less^  than  he  hath  said  fbr 
himself?  Why  not  translate  literally  ?  that  your  readerf 
mig^t  see,  how  far  your  account  of  tlimgs  is  supported 
by  express  testimony^  how  fieur  it  is  mere  inference ;  and 
be  enabled  to  estimate  the  degree  of  probability,  with 
whkh  each  inference  is  accompanied.  ^^ they  be- 
lieved in  Christ ;  but  I  do  not  know^  whether  they  held 
the  miraculous  conception  or  noL'^  Is  this  a  translatioa 
if  the  words  of  Epiphanius  ?  It  is  not.  It  is  an  artful 
substitution  of  an  inference  of  your  own,  from  the  au- 
thor's words^  fcnr  the  words  of  the  author,  I,  Sir,  in 
my  Charge  had  furnished  you  with  a  more  exact  trans« 
hUion.l    Why  would  you  not  adopt  it;  unless  yoo 
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could  have  made  a  better  of  your  own^  or  could  have 
diown  its  impropriety?  ^^Goncerniog  Christ,''  says 
Spiphauiuiy  <<  1  cannot  say  with  certainty  (or,  I  am  not 
informed  to  eay,  w  him  iiinif )  whether  they  too,  carried 
away  with  the  impiety  of  the  aforementioned  Cerinthos 
and  Merinthus,  think  him  a  mere  man ;  or  affirm,  as  the 
troth  is,  that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy 
Ghost'^  To  affirm,  <<  as  the  troth  is,  that  Christ  was 
begotten  of  Maiy,  by  the  Holy  Ghost,''  in  Epiphanius's 
sense  of  those  words,  was  to  affirm  much  more  than  the 
niracolouB  conception,  in  any  sense  in  which  an  Unita- 
rian might  affirm  it.  It  was  to  affirm  our  Lord's  divi- 
nity. Epiphanius's  confession,  that  he  had  no  ground 
to  assert,  that  the  Nazarenes  held  the  contrary  opinion, 
amounts  to  mnch  more  than  a  doubt.  It  amounts  to  an 
unwilling  confession  of  a  base  accuser ;  who  had  not  the 
liberality  to  absolve  in  explicit  terms,  when  he  found 
himself  unable  to  convict  As  you  have  not  yet  produ- 
ced the  passage,  in  which  Kpiphanius  asserts,  that  the 
Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  held  one  opinion  concerning 
Christ ;  your  assertion,  that  he  afterwards  abandoned 
this  doubt,  or  this  acknowledgment,  is  destitute  of  proof ; 
and  it  is  the  fair  conclusion  from  this  passage  of  £pi- 
phanius,  that  the  Nazarenes  were  orthodox  in  their 
opinions  concerning  Christ  This  I  showed  at  large 
in  my  Charge.*  Tou  now  attempt  to  elude  my  ar- 
gument, by  setting  up  an  unfair  and  sophisticated 
translation  of  the  passage,  upon  which  my  reasoning 
was  founded.! 


*  Charge  T.  lec.  10,  11. 

t  In  the  third  of  his  Second  Letters  to  me,  Dr  Priestley  has  prothiced  a  pa^ 
flage  from  anotlicr  part  of  Epiphanius's  work,  hit  chapter  against  the  Artana, 
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M.  Were  the  identity  of  the  Nazarenea  and  Ebion- 
kes  clearly  established^  still  you  could  turn  it  to  no  ad« 
▼antage^  without  making  good  your  other  assertion^ 
that  the  Nazarenes  were  ori^nally  the  very  same  with 
the  Hebrew  Christians^  or  the  members  of  tiie  primitive 
church  of  Jerusalem.  But  of  this  I  cannot  find  that 
you  have  brought  a  shadow  of  proof,  except  wliat  yoa 
pretend  to  derive  from  the  testimony  of  Origen ;  which 
I  shall  consider  in  my  next  letter.  Ton  talk  indeed  of 
the  antiquity  of  the  Nazarenes — ^you  bid  me  observe^ 
<^  that  they  were  prior  to  Ebion/'*  of  whom  you  sayr 


wUeh  dcarij  prOTet  (hftt  the  Ebionitefl  sod  the  Kazarenet,  in  the  judgment  of 
tfant  writer,  vere  difierent  leeti;  in  at  maeh  at  both  are  separately  mentioQed. 
Dr  PrietUey  perhaps  may  say,  that  whatever  distinetion  this  passage  may  pra?e» 
hetween  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Rbionites,  npon  the  whole  of  their  dootrine ;  It 
Nearly  proves  tliat  they  held  one  opinion  eoneeming  Christ,  whieh  is  snfBeieol 
for  his  purpose.  It  mutt  be  acknowledged,  that,  in  this  passage,  the  Nazarenes 
are  mentioned  together  with  the  EUooites,  as  sects  in  error  in  their  opinions 
nboot  Christ,  and  confuted  by  the  hepnning  of  St  John's  Gospel ;  still  I  maiataiot 
that,  in  that  part  of  his  work,  where  he  professedly  treats  of  the  heresy  of  the 
Nazarenes,  Epiphanios  expresses  a  doubt  of  their  heterodoxy  upon  the  article  of 
our  Lord's  divinity,  in  such  terms,  as  ought  to  leave  no  doubt  upon  the  mind  of 
his  reader,  of  their  orthodoxy  in  that  particular.  And  what  he  says  of  them» 
when  they  are  only  incidentally  mentioned,  ought  to  have  much  less  weight  than 
what  he  says,  or  shows  himself  averse  to  say,  in  that  part  of  his  wotk,  where  the 
errors  of  that  seet  are  the  immediate  subject. 

Dr  Priestley,  allowing  Epiphaoius  to  have  been  ^in  some  things  weak  enough," 
exults  however,  in  the  testimony  which,  in  his  chapter  against  the  Arians,  he 
bears  against  the  Nazarenes  as  a  sect,  which,  together  with  the  EbiooKes,  «  heM 
the  doctrine  of  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ"  Arid  he  says,  that  in  this  Epipha- 
iiius  **  stands  uncontradicted  by  any  authority  whatever."  Dr  Priestiey  is  mit> 
taken ;  rashly  venturing  to  assert,  that  where  no  authority  u  known  to  him,  none 
is  extant.  Epiphanios  is  in  this  contradicted,  not  only  by  himself,  as  I  have  already 
siiown,  but  by  a  writer,  of  for  superior  credit;  by  Joannes  Damascenus,  who,  ia 
his  book  De  Hareubua^  says  expressly,  that  Uie  Nazarenes  confessed  Jesus  to 
he  the  Son  of  God.  Damascenus  would  not  have  said  of  Dr  Priestley,  or  of  any 
one  maintaming  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ,  that  he  confesses  Jobus  to  be 
the  Son  of  God. 

'  Letters  to  Dr  Horsey,  p.  18, 
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that  '<  he  was  himself  cotemponury  with  the  apostle 
John  ;''t  ^^  yotk  tell  mei  that  in  allowing  that  the 
<<  Jewish  Christians  were  distinguished  by  the  name  of 
Nazarenes  from  the  time  that  they  were  settled 

in  the  coontry  beyond  the  sea  of  Gklileey  I  cany  the 
opinions  of  the  £bionites,  as  universally  held  by  the 
Jewish  Christians^  to  the  very  age  of  the  apostles«''t 
When  yon  do  me  the  hcmour  to  ai^ue  from  my  con« 
cessionsi  I  wish,  Sir,  yon  wonld  report  them  with  more 
tdelity  and  exactness.  I  liave  allowed  no  snch  anti« 
%nity  to  the  Nazarenes,  as  yon  wonld  claim  for  them 
upon  the  ground  of  my  concessions.  I  said  not,  that 
the  Jewish  Christians  were  distingmshed  by  the  name 
of  Nazarenes,  from  the  time  when  the  first  settlements 
were  made  beyond  the  sea  of  Galilee*  I  said,  that  the 
sect  of  the  Nazarenes  first  arose,  when  those  of  tho 
Jewish  Christians,  who  pertinacionsly  retained  their 
Judaism,  made  their  final  settlement  in  those  parts,  in 
consequence  of  Adrian's  severe  edicts,  by  which  the 
Jews  were  banished  from  the  ancient  site  of  Jerusalem 
and  the  adjacent  region.  Thus,  I  carried  not  the  opin^ 
ions  of  the  Ebionites  up  to  the  apostolick  age ;  but  I 
fixed  the  rise  of  a  prior  sect,  to  an  epoch  little  earlier 
than  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  I  maintain* 
ed,  that  the  Nazarenes,  at  that  time,  separated  from 
the  main  body  of  the  Jewish  Christians,  and  appeared 
as  a  distinct  sect.  It  is  not  allowed  by  me,  that  from 
that  time,  or  in  any  age  of  the  church,  <^  the  whole 
body  of  the  Jewish  Christians  were  distinguished  by 
the  name  of  Nazarenes.^'    If  any  such  concession  may 
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teem  to  be  implied  in  the  expressions^  in  which  I  speak 
of  the  Nazarenes  in  my  Charge^  (I.  sec.  IS. )  I  disa- 
▼ow  it  Appealing  against  yonr  assertions^  to  ttie  sense 
rfthe  learned  and  reverend  assembly^  which  I  had  the 
koDOor  to  address ;  I  rather  sought  expressions^  which 
■ligfat  convey  the  general  part  of  an  opinion  common  to 
us  ally  than  such  as  might  more  precisely  mark  the  par- 
Ifcalan  of  my  own.  That  the  name  of  Nazarene  was 
descriptive  of  a  heresy,  I  was  confident  none  in  that  as- 
sembly doobted.  I  was  not  equally  confident  but  that 
some  migfat  donbt,  whether  that  heresy,  from  the  time 
the  name  was  osed,  embraced  not  the  main  body  of  the 
Jewish  Christians*  Whatever  doubts  might  subsist 
•boat  the  extent,  1  was  confident  there  could  be  bat 
cue  t^inion,  in  that  assembly,  about  the  chronology  of 
the  name.  But  Ebion,  you  say,  was  contemporary  with 
Bt  John.  To  that  circumstance,  when  it  is  proved,  I 
ahaU  be  disposed  to  ^ve  great  attention.  I  believe  the 
i^imoa  bath  no  foundation,  but  in  the  foolish  story  told 
by  Epiphanius,  of  St  John  and  Ebion  in  the  bath.  The 
same  is  told  by  other  writers,  of  St  John  and  Gerinthus ; 
and  it  hath  altogether  the  air  of  fiction.  But,  suppose  I 
were  to  allow  the  highest  antiquity  to  these  Nazarenes ; 
sappoee  that,  with  you,  I  were  to  place  them  in  the 
apostolick  age ;  would  this  oblige  me  to  allow,  that  they 
were  the  true  members  of  the  primitive  church  ?  Had 
Bot  the  apostolick  age  its  schisms  and  its  heresies? 
The  Simonians,  the  Nicolaitans,  the  Gerinthians ;  were 
not  all  these  contemporary  with  the  apostles  ?  Were 
fliey  therefore  sound  members  of  the  church  of  Jerusa* 
lem?  Be  pleased,  Sir,  to  consider  this  question. 

T  am,  &c. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

i.  Easebiasy  in  his  EcckBtagliad  Theology j  speaks 
as  if  he  thought  the  name  EhumiUo  had  been  imposed 
by  the  apostles  themselves,  upon  those  who  disowned 
our  Lord's  divinity ;  which  necessarily  implies^  that,  in 
his  opinion,  the  sect  and  the  name  were  of  the  apostolick 
age.  *'  Our  Saviour's  own  first  heralds,''  says  Eosebins^ 
named  those  Ebioniteo  ■  ■who  acknowledged 

not  the  Godhead  of  the  Son.''*  Oar  Saviour's  own  first 
heralds,  must  be  the  preachers,  it  should  seem,  of  his 
own  appointment ;  namely,  the  apostles :  and  that  they 
are  the  persons  intended,  is  the  more  probable,  for  the 
distinction  which  seems  to  be  made  between  these  jSrsst 
heraido  and  Ecclesiastical  fatherOf  who  are  aflerwards 
mentioned.  Strenuously  as  yon  assert  the  antiquity  of 
the  Ebionites,  you  have  no  where,  that  I  remember,  al- 
leged this  testimony.  Tou  were  aware  perhaps,  that 
were  it  good  for  the  antiquity  of  the  sect,  it  would  be 
equally  good  for  the  reason  and  origin  of  the  name :  for 
my  own  part^  I  am  not  inclined  to  avail  myself  of  it ;  I 
consider  it  as  a  hasty  assertion  of  a  writer,  over  zealous 
to  overwhelm  his  adversary  by  authorities :  I  mention 
it  only,  to  protest  against  any  use,  which  you  may  here- 
after be  disposed  to  make  of  it,  in  a  dearth  of  proof  of 
Khion*s  antiquity.  Should  yon  urge  me  with  any  part 
of  ihis  testimony,  1  shall  ha\-e  a  right  to  insis^  that 
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yoa  accept  the  whole — Should  you  [wodace  it  in  proofs 
that  an  Unitarian  sect  existed  in  the  apostolick  age ; 
yoa  will  be  obliged  to  allow,  that  it  is  equally  a  proofs 
that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  was  expressly  condemned 
by  the  apostles.  It  will  be  no  concern  of  mine,  to 
disprove  the  antiquity  of  Ebion,  however  I  may  dis- 
believe it,  80  long  as  the  very  ground  of  his  claim  seals 
his  crademnation — ^so  long  as  his  pretentions  to  an 
early  existence,  rest  on  a  presumption,  that  he  had  the 
bononr  to  be  the  object  of  apostolical  censure. 

8.  Upon  the  story  of  St  John  and  the  Hsereslarch^ 
in  the  pubUck  baths  at  Bphesus,  I  passed  judgment 
hastily,  when  I  spake  of  it  as  a  foolish  story,  carry* 
mg  dUogeiker  the  air  of  fiction.  I  ought  to  have  re« 
collected,  that  Irenieus*  vouches  strongly  for  so  much 
of  it  as  he  relates.  He  even  cites  the  testimony  of 
Polycarp,  in  terms  which  may  be  understood  to  imply^ 
that  he  was  himself  one  of  many,  still  living  when  he 
wrote,  who  had  heard  the  story  from  the  mouth  of 
Polycarp.  The  testimony  of  Iren^us  is  hardly  to  be 
disbelieved;  the  testimony  of  Polycarp  is  irresistible. 
Bat  the  story,  which  Iren»us  relates  after  Polycarp, 
he  relates  of  St  John  and  Gerinthus.  It  makes  no- 
thing therefore  for  the  antiquity  of  Ebion.  As  re- 
lated of  him,  with  the  addition  of  many  improbable 
circumstances  not  mentioned  by  Iren^us,  it  may  be 
deemed  a  fiction.f 


*  Lib.  iu.  a. 

t  nr  Prieatley,  in  the  third  of  hta  Seeond  Letters  to  me,  to  corfobonrte  the 
teatimooy  of  EpiphanHu,  alleges  that  of  Jerome ;  who  he  says,  «« mentions  lh« 
BUonites,  not  only  as  a  sect,  but  a  flourisliing  sect,  in  the  time  nf  St  John."  But. 
Jerome  maket  no  such  mtntkm  of  the  Ebionites.    Ue  sajrs,  that  St  John  vivte  hi< 

SO 
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LETTER  SEVENTH. 

Continuation  of  Meply  to  Dr  Priestlejj^s  Seami — Cjf 
the  argument  from  Origen. — Tliat  it  rests  on  ttco 
passages  in  the  books  against  Celsus,  The  first 
misinterpreted  by  Dr  PtiesUey  in  a  very  important 
^nU — «Vo  argument  to  be  drawn  from  tiie  two 
passages  in  tonnexion. — Origen  convicted  qf  ttco 
false  assertions  in  Ike  first  passage. — the  opinions 
of  the  first  age,  not  to  be  canduded  from  ihe  opin- 
ions  of  Origen. 

DEAR  siiiy 

IN  failure  Df 'all  other  proof  of  your  sfupposed  identity 
of  the  Ebionites  aud  Nazarenes,  you  still  appeal  to  the 
testimony  of  Origen.  You  have  however^  given  a  new 
turn  to  this  part  of  your  argument.  Your  appeal  was 
originally*  to  a  pretended  acknowledgment  of  Origen's^ 
that  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  were  the  samo 
people.  But  being  made  sensible^f  how  diflScult  it  must 
be   to  find  an  acknowledgment  of  this  identity^  in  a 


Gospel  ID  opposition  to  Cerinthas,  and  other  hereticks,  an  J  principally  the  doc- 
trine of  tlic  £bionites  (not  then  flourishing,  but)  tunc  CBJmir^rna,  then  making 
its  first  appearance.  This  I  readily  altow ;  for  vhat  was  al^erwards  the  doctrine 
of  the  Ebionites,  was  fi  rat  propagated  bj  the  Cerinthiau  GnosUcks. 

•  Hist,  of  Cornip.  vol  i.  p.  7. 
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X<m  TO,  TO  DR.  PlOESTLn;  ^^ 

writer  who  never  once  names  the  Nazaienei  ^  yoo  ahaiN 
don  that  pvoject^  and  in  the  passages  which  were  at  first 
dted  to  establish  this  supposed  identity,  you  have  at 
last  the  good  fortune  to  discover  m  immediate  pro(^  of 
yoarmain  proposition,  that  the  primitive  fkith  of  the 
Hebrew  church  was  Unitarian.  Tour  method  in,  to 
trace  fimn  Origen  the  faith  of  the  Jewish  Christians  in 
Ms  age,  and  from  their  faith,  to  infer  that  of  their  an* 
cestors* 

%.  Thfr  strength  of  this  argument  liiBs  in  two  passa*^ 
ges  in  tfae  books  against  Gelsus ;  which  are  very  distant 
fiom  each  other:  for  the  one  is  in  the  second,  the  other 
in  the  fifth  book ;  and  yet  they  must  be  taken  in  con« 
aezio%  to  give  any  colour  to  your  reasoning.  Tou  set 
it  off  indeed  to  great  advantage,  when,  appealing  to  the 
first  of  these  passages,  you  say,  that  it  appears,  and  that 
I  deny  not  that  it  appears,  ^  that  tfae  unbelieving  Jew9 
caUed  att  those  of  their  race,  who  were  Christians,  by 
the  name  off  Ebionites,  in  the  time  of  Origen ;"  and  that 
^  Origan's  own  words  are  too  express,  to  admit  %xxj 
doabt  of  this."*  Truly,  Sir^  I  was  not  likely  to  den^ 
a  groundless  assertion,^  before  it  was  made  by  my  anta- 
gonist; and  you  now  make^  it  for  the  first  time ;  at  least 
I  remember  nothing  like  it  in  your  former  publications. 
I  believe  I  was  myself  tbo  first  to  bring  forward  this, 
passage-firom  tho  second  book  against  Celsus.  In  your 
history,  you  have  appealed  to  Origen's  acknowledg- 
ment, of  the  identity  of  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes^ 
without  any  reference  to  particular  passages*.   I  produ*. 


^ 
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ced  tbU  pasMge,  at  of  all  that  I  coold  feofUecti  the 
most  for  yoar  parpose.*  I  produced  it  in  order  to 
fihow^  that  when  it  is  rightly  anderstood^  it  it  aothing 
to  your  parpose :  for,  although  the  Ghriitiana  of  the 
circamcision,  in  general,  are  in  thia  paewge  called 
BbioDiles,  it  is  according  to  a  pecoUar  delnition  of  the 
word,  which  includes  not  what  by  oihvr  writers,  always, 
and  by  Origen  himself  in  other  pUces,  is  UMdnded  in 
the  notion  of  the  Ebion  jsan  doctrine ;  namely,  a  denial 
of  our  Lord's  divinity.  Th«  Na«»enes  therefore,  might 
be  Bbionites,  in  the  sense  wlueh  is  here  {^ven  to  that 
word,  although  they  doubted  not  oor  liord's  divinity, 
and  were  quite  another  set  of  pec^le  than  ttie  proper 
Ebionites.  I  acknowledge  therefore,  that  in  this  pas- 
sage, ^<  Origen  says  of  the  Jewidi  Ghristians  of  hui 
own  time,  that  they  were  Ebionites/'t  These  were  my 
very  words.  But  I  said  not,  that  they  were  the  unbe- 
lieving Jews,  who  imposed  this  name  upon  the  convert, 
ed :  and  now  that  you  have  been  pleased  to  say  it  for 
me,  I  deny  it ;  and  I  maintain,  that  Origen's  words  are 
too  express  to  admit  a  doubt,  that  yon  have  mistaken 
his  meaning.    The  entire  passage  of  Origen:^  is  to  this 

effect "  they  of  the  Jews  who  believe  in  Christ, 

have  not  abandoned  the  law  of  their  ancestors ;  for  they 
live  acconling  to  it;  bearing  a  name,  which  corres- 
ponds with  the  poor  expectations  which  the  law  holds 


*  Charge  I.  sec.  15. 
t  IWd. 

79t^  0*  rlot^of  irtLfA  J»fdUot(  x^.b7«u,  luu^  HCtaniuot  yjffjuQi^hm  os  euro  W«/Ofir  t$v 
^>  \>»;)r  irtL^ait^oLfAnnu.    Orig«u  in  Cdaum,  p.  56.  edit.  Hpcnoer^ 
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oat*  For  a  beggar  is  called  among  the  Jews,  (that 
is,  in  the  Hebrew  langaage,}  Ebion —  And  they  of  the 
Jews  who  have  received  Jesus  as  the  Christy  go  by  the 
name  of  EbionjEans.''  The  converted  Jews  went,  it  is 
•aid,  by  this  name ;  bnt  where  have  yon  found  that 
the  nnbelieving  Jews  imposed  it?  Not  in  Origen,  Sir ; 
bat  in  the  Latin  translation  of  Oelenius.  Attend  to  the 
nasons  assigned  by  Origin  for  the  name,  and  yoo  cao* 
Bot  but  perceive,  that  it  could  never  be  imposed  by 
Jewa-«it  was  given  in  contempt :  the  objects  of  the 
contempt  w^e  observers  of  the  Mosaick  law ;  and  tha 
<:aase  of  the  contempt  was,  the  mean  opinion  which  was 
entertained,  by  those  who  gave  the  name,  of  expecta* 
tions  bnilt  on  legal  righteousness.  Gould  these.  Sir,  be 
the  sentiments  of  unconverted  Jews  ? 

S.  It  would  have  been  a  circumstance  of  much  ad* 
vantage  to  your  ailment,  which  I  doubt  not  you  well 
understand,  that  the  unconverted  Jews  should  have  been 
the  coiners  of  the  name :  because  it  would  have  follow- 
ed, that  the  name  was  originally  common  to  the  whole 
Jbody  ef  the  Hebrew  Christians.  Then  since  Origen, 
in  the  other  passage  in  the  fifth  book,  makes,  as  you 
observe,  only  two  sorts  of  Ebionites,  the  one  believing, 
the  other  denying  the  miraculous  conception,  the  de« 
duction  might  have  seemed  not  unfair,  that  Origen 
knew  of  no  Hebrew  Christians  that  were  not  Uni- 
tarians. 

4.  You  will  say,  perhaps,  that  since  we  have  Ori- 
gen's  testimony  for  the  universality  of  the  name,  the  ar- 
gomeni  from  the  two  passages,  taken  in  connexion,  may 


•  liUrally,  hcwg  nrnned  after  thcpwcrty  of  the  /aw  in  expecfatiom 
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itill  proceed.  If  1  could  admit  the  universality  of  the 
name  upon  Origen's  testimony^  I  should  insist,  that  his 
description  of  the  twofold  Ebionites^  in  the  fifth  book^  is 
Bot  exactly  what  yon  take  it  to  be.  I  should  remark^ 
that  the  wcnds^  j/miaic  i^uiry  <'  in  like  manner  as  we  do^'' 
make  an  important  branch  of  the  character  of  the  milder 
aort  ■  *^  these/'  says  he,  <<  are  tlie  double  Ebion- 

ites ;  who  either  confess  Jesus  bom  of  a  virgin,  in  like 
manner  as  we  do,  or  think  he  was  not  born  in  thai  man« 
ner^  but  like  other  meu.'^*  I  should  maintain^  that  the 
words  ^^  in  like  manner  as  we  do/'  are  equivalent  to  the 
words  ^^  as  the  truth  is/'  in  Epiphanius's  description 
•f  that  belief  i&  the  miraculous  conception^  which  ha 
says  the  Nazarenes,  for  aught  he  knew  to  tlie  contrary^ 
Blight  hold  ;  and  I  should  contend,  that  Origen  aflKrms^ 
but  with  less  equivocation,  of  these  better  Ebionites^ 
what  Epiphanius  reluctantly  confesses  of  the  Naza- 
lenes,  that  they  held  the  Gatholick  doctrine  concerning 
the  nature  of  our  Lord.  And  in  this  manner,  the  words 
of  Origen  seem  to  have  been  understood,  both  by  Gro* 
tius  and  Yossius ;  when  they  allow,  that  the  Nazarenes, 
though  orthodox  in  this  part  of  their  faith,  are  included, 
in  this  passage  of  Origen's  fifth  book,  in  the  appellation 
of  Ebionites.  I  should  contend,  that  if  the  former  pas- 
sage,  proves  the  name  general  for  the  whole  body  of 
the  Hebrew  Chri$%tians,  the  latter  equally  proves,  that 
the  notion  of  an  Unitarian  was  not  necessarily  included 


mriithuO*  Ttv  Ik/atMrv  vofAif,  et(  nt  l\iS±u»f  tam^w,  jiotv  t^iXovhr  arsi  /k  turn  u  inloi 
ECmnuttj  mu  se  ^fltfStnt  cfi5A6}inr7K  c^cmk  M/u/y  Toy  Iwrtat  *>'  *('(■  ^'^^  }ff>«yMa'3'<u,  oax* 
CK  Tuc  >.eenfc  Mt^fmrw  ri  tvto  fi^  r}K}jijM,  to/;  olto  hk  biKhujtXi*  Contra  Cc{«» 
p.  S7S. 
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bk  it  The  connexion  therefore  of  these  two  passages^ 
nakee  little  for  your  purpose ;  since  the  second  serves 
^Qt  to  overthrow  the  argument^  which  might  be  built 
upon  the  first.  It  justifies  what  I  advanced  in  my 
Charge^  upon  a  presumption  that  the  first,  singly^  would 
be  made  the  foundation  of  the  argument  from  Origen ; 
that  the  word  Ebionite^  in  Origen's  time^  or  at  least  in 
his  nse  of  it^  had  outgrown  its  original  meaning. 

S.  In  this  manner,  I  should  combat  your  argument 
from  these  two  passages ;  were  it  not  that  I  think  too 
lightly  of  the  testimony  of  Origen,  in  what  relates  to  the 
Hebrew  Christians,  to  be  solicitous  to  turn  it  to  my  own 
advantage.  Let  his  words  be  taken  as  yon  understand 
them ;  and  so  far  as  the  faith  of  the  Hebrew  Christians 
of  hia  own  time  is  in  question,  let  him  iq^pear  as  an  evi- 
dence on  your  side— I  shall  take,  what  yon  may  think 
a  bold  step ;  I  shall  tax  the  veracity  of  your  witness-^ 
of  tins  Origen  :  I  shall  tell  you,  that  whatever  may  be 
the  general  credit  of  his  character,  yet  in  this  business^ 
the  particulars  of  his  deposition  are  to  be  little  regard- 
ed^ when  he  sets  out  with  the  allegation  of  a  notorious 
falsehood.  He  alleges  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  in 
general,  that  they  had  not  renounced  the  Mosaick  law. 
The  assertion  served  him  for  an  answer,  to  the  invec- 
tive which  Celsus  had  put  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew, 
against  the  converted  Jews,  as  deserters  of  the  laws  and 
customs  of  their  ancestors.  The  answer  was  not  the 
worse  for  wanting  truth,  if  his  heathen  antagonist  was 
not  sufficiently  informed,  in  the  true  distinctions  of 
Christian  sects,  to  detect  the  falsehood — ^But  in  all  the 
time  which  he  spent  in  Palestine,  had  Origen  never  con- 
versed with  Hebrew  Christians  of  another  sort?  Had  he 
met  with  no  Christians  of  Hebrew  families,  of  the  church 
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nf  JeniialeMi?  Wtt  the  Mosaick  law  observed,  was 
it  tohnUedy  n  Origen'a  days,  in  tlie  charch  of  Jenisa. 
lem,  when  that  church  waa  under  the  goverainent  of 
buhops  of  tha  oDcircuiucbion  ?  The  fact  is^  that  after 
the  demolitioD  of  Jerusalem  by  Adrian,  the  majority  of 
the  Hebrew  Christians,  who  must  have  passed  for  Jews 
with  the  Beman  magistrates,  had  they  continued  to 
adhere  to  the  Mosaick  law,  which  to  this  time  they  had 
observed  more  from  habit  than  from  any  principle  of 
eonscience,  made  no  scruple  to  renounce  it,  that  they 
mi^t  be  qualified  to  partake  in  the  valuable  prinleges 
of  the  iSlian  colony,  from  which  Jews  were  excluded. 
Havinjs  thus  divested  themselves  of  the  form  of  Judaism, 
which  to  that  time  they  had  bom,  they  removed  from 
Pella  and  other  towns  to  which  they  had  retired,  and 
settled  in  great  numbers  at  iElia.  The  few,  who  re- 
tuned  a  superstitious  veneration  for  their  law,  remained 
in  the  north  of  Galilee,  where  they  were  joined  perhaps 
by  new  fugitives  of  the  same  weak  character,  from  Pa- 
lestine. And  this  was  the  beginning  of  the  sect  of  the 
Naasarenes.  But  from  this  time,  whatever  Origcn  may 
pretend,  to  serve  a  purpose,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians  forsook  their  law,  and  lived  in  communion 
with  the  Gentile  bishops,  of  the  new  modelled  church 
of  Jerusalem ;  for  the  name  was  retained,  though  Jeru- 
salem was  no  more,  and  the  seat  of  the  bishop  was  at 
Alia.*    All  this  1  affirm  with  the  less  hesitation,  bcins; 


*  See  Or  Printley's  objections  to  this  representation  of  facts,  in  the  fourtli  of 
kia  aecood  Letten  to  me,  uod  my  Dcfeucey  in  xny  llcniarks  oq  his  sccoud  Letters, 
p.  S.  e.  ii. 
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•opported  bj  the  aathority  of  Mothefan  ;^  firom  whom 
indeed  I  first  learnt  to  rate  the  testimony  of  Origeni 
in  this  parlicukr  qaestkniy  at  its  true  vahie.t 

6.  It  is  in  defiance  therefore  of  the  fact^  and  I  ftar  off 
hia  own  knowledge  of  the  fact^  that  Origan  afirma  of  tiM 
Hebrew  Christians  in  general,  that  they  lived  in  tlit 
observance  of  the  Mosaick  law :  and  it  most  be  equally 
in  defiance  of  the  fact,  that  he  affirms,  that  they  wm 
all  in  general  called  Ebionites :  for  be  pretends  not  tliat 
this  name  generally  belonged  to  them,  otherwise  thad 
as  Jndalzers.  His  expressions  in  the  passage  in  tho 
fifth  book,  seem  to  imply  a  retractation  of  both  these 
assertions ;  for  there,  he  speaks  only  of  wmtif  wbo^  witli 
the  profession  of  Christianity,  retained  the  practice  of 
Judaism.  Tliese  mnM^  he  says,  were  the  Ebionites  | 
and,  wlwt  is  more,  he  describes  these  Ebionites,  not 
indeed  as  universally  Unitarians,  but  as  despicable 
wretched  hereticks,  whose  extravagpincies  could  bring 
no  disgrace  upon  the  Christian  church,  of  which  they 
were  no  part  Were  the  Hebrew  Christians,  living  in 
communiou  with  the  bishop  of  Jerusalem,  in  the  days  of 
Origen,  no  part  of  the  true  church  of  Christ  ?  If  they 
were  a  part  of  it,  in  Origen^s  own  judgment  they  were 
no  Ebionites.  ^^  I  would  not  believe  this  witness  upon 
bis  oath,''  says  Mosheim,  ^^  vending,  as  he  manifestJIy 
does,  such  flimsy  lies.''^ 


*  De  rebus  Chriftianonini  ante  ConttftntiniUB.    Sec.  U.  te^.  $t.  Note.* 

t  Sec  hn  DissertAtiim  about  Ebton,  whieh  b  tho  teoth  la  order  in  tli«  fint  lo* 

tame  of  a  ColleetiODy  entitled,  IH$%niatimi€%  ad  BUhrktm  £cd$tia9UC9m  ftr* 

tmtnte$, 
^  EgQ  boic  tetti,  etiainti  Jorato,  qui  tarn  manlfeito  femoi  vradki  ni«  sod 

flivditMnim  cut  ooni^nBo.   MotMm  dr  £bunt.  arc.  #.   Sm  tht  to  nekf  if 
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.  %  I  may  iMm>  Sv^  without  damage  to  my  caiue^ 
fredjy  make  yoa  a  present  of  the  whole  testimony  of 
Origen^  not  only  as  it  is  ^ven  by  him^  bat  as  it  is  inter- 
preted by  yoa.  As  it  is  ^ven  by  him,  it  states^  that  the 
Hebrew  Cluristians  in  his  time,  were  generally  Jndaizers: 
as  interpreted  by  yon^  it  states^  that  in  hk  time^  they 
were  generally  Unitarian.  Bnt  if  this  testimony  were 
more  nnexceptionable  than  it  is^  and  this  sense  of  the 
testimony  less  donbtlbl^  what  evidence  woald  it  afford^ 
that  the  Ihrst  Hebrew  Christians  were  Unitarians  in  the 
time  of  the  aposties  ? 

8.  Ton  pretend  not^  that  tUs  would  follow  by  neces. 
•aiy  consequence ;  but  you  say,  ^^  if  the  Jewish  Ghris« 
tians  were  universally  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  Origen, 
the  probability  is,  that  they  were  very  generally  so,  in 
the  time  of  the  aposties.''*  Whence  should  this  pro- 
bability  arise  ?  From  this  general  maxim^  it  seems :  that 
^  whole  bodies  of  men,  do  not  soon  change  their  opin- 
ion."t  Y<>u  are  indeed,  Sir,  the  very  last  person,  who 
might  have  been  expected  to  form  conclusions  upon  an 
historical  question,  from  mere  theory^  in  defiance  of  the 
experience  of  mankind — in  defiance  of  the  experience  of 
our  own  country  and  our  own  times.  How  long  is  it^ 
since  the  whole  body  of  dissenters  in  this  kingdom,  (the 
single  sect  of  the  Q^uakers  excepted,)  took  their  stand* 
ard  of  orthodoxy  from  the  opinions  of  Calvin  P  Where 
shall  we  now  find  a  dissenter,  except  perhaps  among 


Ong;en  defended  by  Dr  PrieiUejr,  and  further  impugned  bj  me,  in  the  fourth  of 
T>r  Priettley'g  Kooad  Letters  to  me,  and  in  my  Remuts  on  the  aeeoiid  Letters* 
p.  S.  0.  i. 

*  Leuers  to  Dr  Horsley,  p.  Si. 
t  Ibid. 
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the  dregs  ef  Methodism,  who  wodld  not  think  it  an  af- 
front to  be  taken  for  a  Calviniat  ?• 

0.  1  now^  Sir,  take  my  leave  of  your  argnment  from 
the  Nacarenes.  I  trust  I  have  shown^  that,  although  it 
k  the  cshief  strength  of  your  cause,  it  was  well  entitled 
to  a  place  among  my  specimens  of  insufficient  proof,  of 
which  it  was  the  fourth  in  order.  Before  I  proceed  to 
examine  other  parts  of  the  evidence,  by  which  you  think 
to  establish  the  high  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine  ; 
g^ve  me  leave  to  remind  you,  that,  although  you  have 
overlooked  it,  a  very  positive  proof  is  at  this  day  extant 
in  the  world ;  that  the  divinity  of  Christ  was  the  belief 
of  the  veiy  first  Chrbtians.  This  shall  be  the  sulyed 
of  mj  next  letter. 

lam,  fte* 


POSTSCRIPT. 

A  learned  correspondent  of  mine,  an  eminent  divine  of 
the  church  of  Scotland,  a  Calvinist,!  and  by  consequence, 
a  serious  and  devout  believer  in  the  Catholick  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity ;  hath  remarked  to  me,  that  your  assertion, 
that  the  Nazarenes  were  the  first  Hebrew  Christians, 
might  have  had  some  colour  given  to  it,  from  the  history 
of  the  accusation  of  St  Paul  before  Felix,  in  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles.  St  Paul  was  charged  upon  that  occasioT>, 
by  Turtollus  the  orator,  as  he  is  called,  as  a  ringleader 


■Wi 


*  or  the  mimbert  of  the  CalTiniitB  among  the  difltmiters  of  the  preient  dar, 
Ke  the  fbarth  of  Dr  PrietUey't  lecond  Letters,  and  my  Remarlu,  p.  aS.  e.  iv. 
t  The  perwm  meint,  wai  mj  maternal  uncle,  the  Kev.  Robert  Hamiuoo,  D.D.^ 
ly  yean  profeaior  of  diTtntty  u  the  college  of  Bdiidmrgh. 
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^qf  Aa  9Bct  qftk€  Maames.^^  whence  it  ni^t  have 
been  aipied^  that  this  was  the  name^  which  ChriatiaQe 
in  general  at  that  time  bore.  Tliis  argnmenty  I  think, 
le  ftx  more  epedooe^  than  aiqr  you  have  produced  Cor 
yooraelf ;  but  it  is  only  an  inatancOi  by  which  it  may  be 
ieen  how  easy  it  if ,  to  frame  argiimentSy  in  that  obUqoe 
kind  in  which  yoa  so  much  delight,  which  may  give  % 
Ihlse  colouring  to  thingi«  and  impose  upon  the  ignorant 
or  heedlesi.  It  is  for  this  pnrpoee,  1  believe,  that  it  in 
produced  by  my  learned  and  mnch  honoured  correspond 
dent ;  not  as  a  j^oof  which,  had  it  been  set  up  by  you, 
wimld  have  convinced,  or  even  staggered,  either  him  or 
me ;  it  only  proves,  that  in  the  in&ncy  of  Christianity, 
Christians,  among  the  unbelieving  Jews,  who  consider* 
ed  them  as  an  heretical  sect  in  their  own  religion,  went 
by  the  name  of  Nazarenes,  as  followers  of  the  Naza- 
lene ;  for  that  was  the  appellation  which,  in  contempt 
they  gave  our  Lord  himself,  from  the  obscure  village  to 
tehich  his  family  belonged.  But  while  the  Christians 
Were  called  Nazarenes  by  the  unbelieving  Jews,  they 
were  called  among  themselves  The  Brethren^  They  of 
t&e  Faith,  and  UTie  Faith  /  till  at  length,  when  they 
became  more  numerous,  and  received  a  large  accessioa 
of  converts  from  the  Gtentiles,  Christiana  became  the 
general  name ;  and  the  Hebrew  Christians,  who  still 
perhaps  bore  the  name  of  Nazarenes  among  the  Jews, 
were  distinguished  among  Christians  by  the  names  of 
Hie  Hebrews,  and  !I^  of  the  Circumcision.  1  still 
therefore  abide  by  my  assertion^  that  the  name  of  Naza- 
rene  was  never  heard  of  in  the  churchy  that  is,  among 
Christians  themselves,  as  descriptive  of  a  sect,  (as  a 
general  name  for  the  whole  fraternity  of  believers,  it 
was  never  heard  of  in  the  church  at  all,)  but  as  desciip* 
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five  of  a  sect^  it  was  never  heard  of  before  the  final  de- 
itniction  of  Jeruaalem  by  Adrian ;  when  it  became  tho 
spedflck  name  of  the  Judaizers,  who  at  that  time  eepa- 
rated  from  the  church  of  Jemsalem^  and  settled  in  the 
north  of  Galilee.  The  name  was  taken  from  the  conn- 
try  in  which  they  settled ;  but  it  seems  to  have  been 
iplven  in  contempt,  and  not  without  allusion  to  the  earlier 
application  of  it,  by  the  Jewsj  to  the  Christians  in  gene* 
fal :  the  intent  of  it  was^  to  signify  that  these  Judaizers^ 
vho  were  for  imposing  the  yoke  of  the  Mosaick  law 
upon  the  brethren  of  the  undrcumcisiony  knew  so  little 
of  the  spirit  of  the  gospel^  that  they  were  only  to  be 
considered  as  a  sect  of  Jews ;  and  were  undeserving  of 
any  more  honourable  name^  tlian  that  by  which  the  un» 
believing  Jews,  of  the  apostolick  age,  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  express  their  contempt  for  the  then  new  and 
little  family  of  Christ;  that  they  could  not  be  more 
properly  described,  than  as  heretical  Jews^  living  in  flie 
poorest  village  of  the  poorest  province. 
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LETTER  EIGHTH. 

A  poriHvB  proof  atitt  ejrtant,  ihat  our  LorJPa  iivinity 
was  iho  belief  of  the  terg  first  Christians. — The 
MpisUe  of  St  Barnabas  not  ihe  work  qf  an  aposUe^ 
hut  a  proitution  of  the  apostolkk  age. — Cited  as  such 
hf  Dr  Priesaey.—The  author  a  Christian  of  the  He^ 
itews.'—A  hdiefoer  in  our  Lorffs  divinity. — Writes 
to  Christians  of  the  Bebrsws  concurring  in  the  samB 
ielief. 

DEju  sin. 

I  AM  to  produce  a  positire  prao^  that  the  diviniinf 
of  our  Lord  was  the  belief  of  the  very  first  Christians. 
Give  me  leave  then  to  ask  your  opinion  of  that  book, 
which  hath  been  current  in  the  church  from  the  very 
flrst  ages^  under  the  title  of  The  Epistle  of  St  Barnabas. 
It  is  quoted^  you  know^  by  Clemens  Alexandrinus^  not 
to  mention  later  writers^  as  the  composition  of  Barnabas 
the  apostle.  Take  no  alarm.  Sir — I  shall  not  claim  a 
place  for  it  in  the  canon — I  shall  not  contend,  that  any 
apostle  was  its  author — ^I  am  well  persuaded  of  the 
contrary :  but  the  reasons  which  persuade  me,  are  such 
as  ought  to  have  no  weight  with  you,  if  you  will  be  truo 
to  your  own  principles.  The  style  is  indeed  embarras- 
sed and  undignified ;  the  reasoning  is  often  unnatural 
and  weak ;  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  are  drawn  by 
violence  to  allegorical  senses,  which  are  inadmissible : 
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u  when  Moses^  enccmra^Dg  the  Israelitei  to  take  pont- 
flesflioa  of  the  pronused  land^  is  supposed  to  exhort  the 
Jews  to  embrace  the  Christian  religion ;  and  in  the 
description  of  Canaan,  as  a  land  flowing  with  milk  and 
honey^  the  land  is  our  Saviour^s  body ;  the  milk  and 
hon^y  are  the  doctrines  and  promises  of  the  gospel—- 
the  attempt  to  find  evangelical  types  in  the  Jewish 
xites^  is  injudidoasly  conducted ;  the  essential  part  of  a 
yite^  which  was  of  divine  appointment,  is  often  supeifip 
dally  treated ;  and  the  supposed  sense  of  subordioate 
ceremooiesy  and  those  very  dften  of  human  institution 
and  of  no  significance^  is  pursued  with  a  trifling  exact- 
ness :  thus,  in  the  exposition  of  the  red  heifer^  and  in 
that  9f  the  scape  goat^  the  stress  is  principally  laid  upon 
circumstances^  about  which  the  divine  law  is  silenL 
But  what  may  least  of  all  be  reconciled  with  the  apoa« 
tolick  spirit,  is  that  strange  cabalbtick  process,  by 
wUch  the  name  of  Jesus,  and  the  cross,  are  drawn  from 
the  number  of  Abraham's  armed  domesticks ;  and  the 
great  credit  which  the  author  ^ves  himself  for  such  dis- 
coveries. My  notion  of  inspiration,  will  not  allow  me 
to  believe,  that  an  inspired  apostle  could  be  the  writer 
af  such  a  book,  and  be  vain  of  haviug  written  it — ^your 
prindples,  leave  you  at  liberty  to  be  less  scrupulous—* 
yon,  who  have  convicted  St  Paul  of  reasoning  to  preca* 
rious  conclusions,^  may  easily  admit,  that  St  Barnabas, 
the  companion  of  St  Paul,  might  reason  from  false 
premises — ^you,  who  think  that  one  apostle  ^^  has  strain- 
ed his  imagination  veiy  much,''t  to  find  analogies  be- 


mm^m 


*  H«t  of  Corrap.  vol  ii.  p.  370. 
t  IbUL  ToL  L  p.  Si. 
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iweea  Hht  rites  of  Jodafam^  and  tomefhiiif;  in  Ghiistian. 
Ujp  may  eanly  rappofe^  that  another  apostle^  from  the 
■ame  motive,  a  deidre  of  reconciling  the  Jews  to  Ghris. 
tianity— may  have  strained  mnch  more,  to  malse  the 
analogy  mnch  more  complete.  I  can  therefore  see  no 
reason^  why  yon  should  not  receive  what  is  called  the 
Bpistle  of  St  Bwnabas^  extravagant  and  nonsensical  as 
it  is  in  many  parts^  for  the  genuine  work  of  Barnabas 
the  apostle }  but  this  is  much  more  than  I  desire,  and 
much  more  than  is  necessary  to  my  argument  *  I  sup. 
pose,  however,  that  you  will  allow,  what  all  allow,  that 
the  book  b  a  production  of  the  apostolick  age :  in  the 
fifih  section  of  your  history  dTthe  doctrine  dT  atonement, 
you  quote  it  among  tlie  writings  dT  flie  apostolick  fath- 
crs — ^I  tliink  it  ftir  to  remind  you  of  this  circumstance, 
lest  you  should  hastily  advance  a  contrary  opinion, 
when  you  find  the  testimony  of  Ads  writw  turned  against 
you. 

S.  Ton  allow  him  a  place,  then,  among  the  fathers 
of  the  apostolick  age :  and  will  you  not  allow,  that  he 
was  a  believer  in  our  Lord's  divinity  ?  I  will  not  take 
upon  me.  Sir,  to  answer  this  question  for  you ;  but  I 
will  take  upon  me  to  say,  that  whoever  denies  it,  must 
deny  it  to  his  own  shame.  ^<  The  Lord,"  says  Barnabas, 
<<  submitled  to  suffer  for  our  soul,  althoagh  he  be  the 
Lord  of  the  whole  earth,  unto  whom  he  said,  the 


*  Modicft  nintyqate  in  ejot  gratiuiif  nee  (at  pato)  facile  recasuidii:  ut  nimi- 
min,  H  non  ipiit  saltem  annii  ejui  hoDOt  habeatur ;  ai  non  apoitolum  agnoso«nius ; 
earn  iamea  ceu  patrem  rcverearoar ;  et  demam,  li  noa  in  eanooem  illara  recipe 
cndam  ducamui,  taltem  la  danicta  aeriptoribuiy  pro  dignitate  quam  olim  obtiauit 
•pud  eccleii«  aeriptoroa  antiqaiiamoty  numcrcmoi.   Pntfai,  Editwit  Oxwii' 
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day  before  the  world  was  flnishecl^  Let  us  make  nan 
after  oar  image  and  our  likeness."^  Again,  '^  — ««  for 
if  ha  had  not  come  in  the  flesh,  how  could  we  mortals^ 
seeing  him,  have  been  preserved ;  when  they  who  be« 
hold  the  sun,  which  is  to  perish,  and  is  the  work  rf  hia 
liands,  are  unable  to  look  directly  against  its  rays-^f 
Compare  Deu.   xviii.  16.   Bxod.  xxxiii.  HO.   Judgea 

▼t  S3,  and  xiii.  22.  Again  <^ if  then  the  Son  of  God, 

being  Lord,  and  being  to  judge  the  quick  and  dead, 
iiiffered,  to  the  end  that  his  wound  might  make  us  alive ; 
let  us  believe  that  the  Bon  of  Ood  had  no  power  to 
sniflSNT,  had  it  not  been  for  us/'j:  And  again,  ^^  Mean 
while  thou  hast  [the  whole  doctrine]  concerning  the 
majesij  of  Christ ;  how  all  things  were  made  for  hini 
and  throogh  him ;  to  whom  be  honour,  power,  and  glory, 
worn  and  forever.^'H  He  who  penned  these  sentences^ 
was  surely  a  devout  believer  in  our  Lord's  divini^ : 
it  is  needless  to  observe,  that  he  was  a  Christian ;  and 
almost  as  needless  to  observe,  tliat  he  had  been  a  Jew^ 
lor  in  that  age,  none  but  a  person  bred  in  Judaism^ 
could  possess  that  minute  knowledge  of  the  Jewish  rites^ 
which  is  displayed  in  this  book.  In  the  writer  there- 
fere  of  the  Epistle  of  St  Barnabas,  we  have  one  instance 


"•*»• 


*  Domimu  mitinait  pati  pro  animA  nostrA,  cum  tit  orbis  terrarum  domioai^ 
eoi  dixit  die  ante  eoastitutionem  sfccuii  Taciamna  hominem  ad  imaginem  tt 
timilitiulinem  nostrum.'*    &ec.  v. 

'\  — i—  £i  y^  fM  ft>dfy  »  nt^ztf  wm  «tt  tn»^fji9f  ia9pisn$  fb^rwln  ^t»f  il^ 
*rm  luakyefl^  /m  9Ihu  «^/cy,  t^yc?  Xftfm  «v7v  wru^tflA^  m  uj^yit^n  m  tnih^e 
mrUt^mx/AMext,    aee.  t. 

U  i*M  ikL  ufAOLs,    aec  vii, 

I  Habes  ioterim  de  majeitate  Chruti,  quo  modo  omnia  in  Hlum  et  pep  illoa 
fiictB  mnt :  cui  sit  honor»  Yirtus,  gloria  nuno  et  ia  siecvla  MQoalonua*    Mi.  «TiU 
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of  a  Hebrew  Christian  of  the  apoatolick  wg^  who  be« 
lieved  in  our  Lord's  divinity. 

8.  Bat  tlus  is  not  all.  They  most  have  been  ori^- 
Daily  Jews  to  whom  this  epbtle  was  addressed.  The 
discourse  supposes  them  well  acquunted  with  the  Jew- 
ish  rites,  which  are  the  chief  subject  of  it ;  and  indeed^ 
to  any  not  bred  in  Judaism^  the  book  had  been  uninter- 
esting  and  unintelli^ble*  They  were  Hebrew  Ghria- 
tians,  therefore,  to  whom  a  Inrother  of  the  circomdiloB 
holds  up  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinify.  He  up* 
holds  \iy  not  barely  as  his  own  persuasioD,  but  as  an  ar« 
tide  of  their  common  fidth :  he  brings  no  argoments  to 
prove  it-^-he  employs  no  rhetorick  to recommeDdife— ho 
mentions  it  as  occasion  occurs,  without  showing  any 
anxiety  to  inculcate  it,  or  any  apprehension^  that  it 
would  be  denied  or  doubted — ^he  mentions  it  in  that  un- 
hesitating language,  which  implies  that  the  pnbUck  opin- 
ion stood  with  his  own.  So  that,  in  tlus  writer,  we  have 
not  only  an  instance  of  an  Hebrew  Christian,  of  the 
apostolick  age,  holding  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divin- 
ity ^  but  in  the  book,  we  have  the  clearest  evidence^ 
that  tliis  was  the  common  faith  of  the  Hebrew  Christians 
of  that  age,  or  in  other  words,  of  the  primitive  church 
of  Jerusalem. 

4.  This,  Sir,  is  the  proof  which  I  had  to  produce,  of 
the  consent  of  that  church  with  the  later  Gentile  chur- 
ches in  this  great  article.  It  is  so  direct  and  full,  though 
it  lies  in  a  narrow  compass ;  that  if  this  be  laid  in  the 
one  scale,  and  your  whole  mass  of  evidence  drawn  firom 
incidental  and  ambiguous  allusions,  in  the  other, 

^  The  latter  will  fly  up;  and  kick  the  beam.'' 

I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER  NINTH. 

'Ttorproqfqf  the  orthodoxy  of  the  first  age,  overturns 
Hr  PriesUefs  arguments  from  Hegesippus  and  Jus- 
tin  MoLTtgri — ffegesippus  a  voucher  for  the  Trinita^ 
rian  Jkiffi.^^Dr  PriesUey^s  own  principles  set  aside 
kUt  Hiterpretalions  of  Justin  Martyr. — Dr  PriesUey 
himsdf  gives  it  up. — T\rtuUian  makes  no  acknowU 
figment  of  any  popularity  of  the  Unitarian  tenets  in 
his  awn  time. 

DEJUi  snr, 

81NGE  tt  is  proved  of  ilie  first  Christians  of  the  cir^ 
comcisioii^  that  they  were  believers  in  our  Lord's  divine 
itj  ;  what;  becomes  of  your  two  arguments  to  the  contnu 
ry,  finmi  Heg^ippus  and  Justin  Martyr? 

S»  The  argument  from  Hegesippus^  rested  on  a  pre- 
sumption that  Hegesippus  himself  was  an  Unitarian ; 
that  Hegesippus  himself  was  an  Unitarian  was  presumed^ 
bacaose  he  was  a  Christian  of  the  Hebrews ;  and  the 
Qlsristiaas  of  the  Hebrews,  were  supposed  to  be  gener- 
ally of  that  persuasion :  but  now  that  the  reverse  is  pro- 
ved of  the  Hebrew  Christians,  the  presumption  must  be 
leversed  concerning  Hegesippus.  Hegesippus  must  be 
deemed  no  Unitarian,  and  all  consequences  deduced 
from  the  contrary  supposition^  must  be  reversed,  or  at 
least,  they  will  vanbh. 
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8.  Ton  remark  indeed,  that  Hegesippug,  enamerating 
the  heresies  of  his  tirae»  makes  no  mention  of  the  Ebio- 
DJEan."*  Bat  this^  I  suppose^  is  mentioned,  only  as  a 
circumstance  that  might  seem  to  corroborate  the  infer* 
ence,  from  the  supposed  prevalency  of  the  EbionjBan 
tenets  in  the  ancient  Hebrew  church,  if  that  supposition 
might  be  allowed  to  stand.  It  will  hardly  be  pretended, 
that  this  circumstance  alone,  will  amount  to  a  proof,  that 
Begesippus  was  a  dissenter  from  what  hath  been  shown 
to  be  the  prevailing  opinion  of  his  church.  Of  the  fl?e 
books  of  his  Ecclesiastical  Commentaries,  nothing  more 
survives,  than  a  few  sentences,  cited  by  Eusebius  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  his  history ;  which  all  brought  together, 
might  perhaps  fill  two  pages  and  a  half  in  a  foUo  of 
a  middling  siae.  In  these  fragments,  no  mention  occurs 
of  the  Ebionsan  heresy—Is  it  therefore  to  be  concluded, 
that  the  Ebionites  were  not  mentioned,  or  not  mention- 
ed  as  hereticks,  in  the  entire  work?  Or  where  is  the  co- 
gency of  this  argument?  In  certain  fragments  of  the 
work  of  Hegesippus,  the  Ebionites  are  not  mention- 
ed as  hereticks ;  therefore  the  author  was  himself  an 
Ebionite. 

4.  Scanty  as  these  fragments  are.  Providence  hath  so 
ordered,  that  clear  evidence  is  to  be  found  in  them,  that 
Hegesippus  was  no  Ebionite ;  and  that  his  testimony  is 
to  be  found  in  them,  in  favour  of  the  Gatholick  faith. 
That  he  was  no  Ebionite,  appears  with  the  highest  evi- 
dence, from  a  little  circumstance  incidentally  mentioned 
by  Eusebius,  which  those  who  only  looTc  through  an- 


*  llist.  of  Comip.  vol.  f.  p.  t.  and  vol.  ii.  p.  ^0.    Repljr  to  Monthly  Kevrew 
for  June,  p.  8.    Letters  to  Or  Homlcj,  p.  14.J 
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dent  writera,  may  be  vety  apt  to  overlook.  Eusebiai 
lelates,  that  Hegesippus  cited  the  proverbs  of  Solomon^ 
by  a  title  which  implied  his  acknowledgment  of  the 
book  :*  whereas,  the  fibionites  acknowledged  no  part 
of  the  Old  Testament  hot  the  Pentatench,  nor  the  wholo 
of  thaif  His  testimony  in  favour  of  the  Gatholick  faith, 
h  contained  in  his  declaration-^^  that  he  found  in  all 
the  chorches  which  he  visited,  in  his  journey  to  Bome^ 
that  iaith  maintuned,  which  was  agreeable  to  the  law, 
the  ptephets,  and  the  doctrine  of  onr  Lord«"|  Hegesip* 
pnSy  in  this  declaration,  bears  his  testimony  to  the  faith 
of  all  the  churches  at  this  time,  that  it  was  the  faith 
which  Christ  had  taught.  But  what  faith  the  churches 
mt  this  time  maintained,  let  Irensus  and  Justin  testify : 
•Udd  where  is  the  Unitarian  who  will  have  the  forehead 
to  aflkm,  that  the  faith,  described  as  the  faith  Catholick, 
by  Irensfins  and  by  Justin,  was  any  other  than  the  Tii* 
idtafian? 

B.  i3o  much  for  Hegesippus — ^Now  for  Justin  Martyr. 
Yoor  argument  from  hb  supposed  apology  for  his  own 
qpinions,  as  contrary  to  the  general  and  prevailing,  rests 
on  a  particular  interpretation  of  certain  expressions, 
which  in  themselves  perhaps,  are  not  free  from  am- 


*  Eiueb.  Eee.  Hist  lib.  iv.  e.  22. 

t  Dr  Priettley^  in  the  third  of  hit  Second  Letters,  qiieiCioiit  this  fact:  that  the 
Kbioottes  aoknowledged  no  part  of  the  Old  Testament  bat  the  PenUteoeh ;  and  I 
BnHt  confesB  that  his  objections  carry  some  weight  He  remarks  in  particubuv 
tiiat  Irenseus  sajs  of  them,  that  they  were  over-curtoas  in  the  ezpoution  of  the 
pro|ihecies;  and  tfiat  Grabe  mentions  fragments,  wliich  he  had  seen,  of  an  expo- 
titjon  of  prophets,  ascribed  to  Ebion.  Still,  that  Hegesippus  was  no  Ebionite,  is 
evident  from  the  favourable  testimony  which  he  bears,  to  the  general  doctrine  Of 
tke  church  in  his  own  time. 

ir  Eoacb.  Eee.  IFist  lib.  iv.  c.  2?. 
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biguity.  Bat  this  interpretatioQ,  Bir^  rests  on  your 
assamption^  that  the  first  Christians  were  Unitarian. 
This  being  now  disproved^  I  will  reason  against  your 
interpretation^  from  yoar  own  principles^  and^  with  lit- 
tle variation^  in  your  own  words ;  and  from  the  contra- 
ry interpretation^  I  will  deduce  the  contary  conclusion. 

6,  Justin  wrote^  you  know^  ^^  about  the  year  140^ 
t.  e.  about  eighty  years  after  the  time  of  the  apostles.^'* 
If  we  consider  the  state  of  opinions  in  their  time  '^  we 
can  hardly  doubt^  whether  Justin  asserts  it  or  not^  that 
the  doctrine  of  our  Lord^s  iwinitf\  must  have  been 
the  prevailing  one  in  his  time."(  For  we  have  certaio 
evidence,  n  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  church  in  tha 
age  of  the  apostles ;  and  it  is  not  likely,  that  so  impw« 
tant  a  doctrine  should  be  generally  abandoned,  <<  in  so 
short  a  time  as  fourscore  years.§  And  if  we  take  in 
another  well  authenticated  circumstance,  we  shall  ba 
obliged  to  reduce  this  short  space  to  one  still  shorter* 
Hegesippus  says  that  the  church  of  Jerusalem  con- 
tinued  a  virgin,  or  free  from  heresy,  till  the  death  of 
Simeon,  who  succeeded  James  the  Just,  that  is,  till  tha 
time  of  Trajan,^  or  about  the  year  100  or  perhaps  110. 

^Knowing  therefore,  {from  another  evidence^  ihat  of 

BamahaSf)  what  this  purity  of  Christian  faith  was,  and 
what  Hegesippus  must  have  known  it  to  be ;  we  have 
only  the  space  of  forty,  or  perhaps  thirty  years,  for  so 


•  Reply  to  Monthly  Rcticw  for  June,  p.  17. 

■(•  l)r.  Piieitlcy'B  words  are  the  timple  humanity  of  Chritt. 

#  Reply  to  Monthly  ReTiew  for  June,  p.  17. 
y  Sec  my  last  Letter. 

^  Uiq)ly  to  Monthly  Retiew  for  JunCi  p.  17. 
\  £u8eb.  Ecc  Hist  Ub.  iil  c.  S2, 
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great  a  cbange.  So  rapid  at  that  particular  period  must 
liaye  been  that  movement^  which  we  find  by  experience^ 
Id  be  naturally^  one  of  the  very  slowest  in  the  whole 
system  %A  nature,  xix.  the  revolution  of  opinions  in  great 
bodieaof  men.  Can  it  then  be  thought  probable,  that 
the  generality,  either  of  Jewish  or  Gentile  Christians^ 
w  both  considered  as  one  body,  the  ii  irMmi^  should 
have  abandoned  the  doctrine  of  ^ur  Lcrrd^s  divinity*  in 
the  time  of  Justin  Martyr  ?''t     Certainly  not.     The 

WOVda  therefore,  il  aV  ii  ^rxurn  Im/la  fiet  IJ^ctffcujic  iiir«ify 

could  not  be  intended  to  convey  the  sense,  which  yoa 
and  your  vindicator  would  impose  upon  tliem.  On  the 
ctrntrary^  fhey  most  be  understood  as  an  assertion,  or  at 
least  as  an  insinuation,  that  the  opinion  of  our  Lord's 
■tore  homanity,  was  generally  condemned. 

7*  I  once  thought,  to  have  entered  minutely  into  every 
part  of  the  argument,  which  you  and  your  vindicator 
liave  framed  from  this  passage  of  Justin.  But  1  find 
myself  excused  from  that  task,  by  your  candid  acknow- 
ledgment, in  the  sixth  article  of  your  postscript,  that  yoa 
are  inflnenced  in  your  construction  of  this  passage,  by 
yoar  own  particular  opinions ;  and  that  another  per^on^ 
Iiaving  a  different  persuasion  concerning  the  state  oi 
f^miions  in  that  age,  will  naturally  be  inclined  to  put  a 
different  construction  upon  it^'j:  A  passage,  which  may 
bear  one  or  another  construction,  according  to  the  previ- 
ous persuasions  of  the  reader,  can  be  of  little  avail  on 
either  side.    Ton  are  welcome  to  all  the  proof  of  that 


^M 


•  Dr  Priestley't  vrordn  are,  the  timpie  humanity  of  Chrtft. 
t  Reply  to  MoDthly  Revieir  for  Jaae,  p.  iS»  19. 
t  Letten  to  Dr  Honlcy,  p.  130. 
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lort,  wUcb  yoa  will  take  the  trouble  to  amass.  Yoa 
•eem,  Bir,  not  inaeDsible  of  its  insignlflcaDce.  Perceiv. 
ing,  at  last,  that  the  expressions  of  Justin,  when  yoa 
have  made  the  most  of  them^  are  but  ambiguous,  yon 
are  inclined  to  lay  but  little  stress  upon  the  passage : 
yon  tesnme  the  consideration  of  it,  with  a  declaration^ 
that  yon  are  not  <<  solicitous  about  trifles.''*  I  must  re* 
mark  however,  that  expressions,  which  in  themselves 
might  be  very  ambiguous,  may  receive  a  deflnite  sense 
irom  the  known  history  of  the  writer's  times.  This  is 
the  case  in  this  passage  of  Justin-*-his  words,  consider- 
ed  by  themselves,  are  ambiguous ;  but,  connected  with 
the  opinions  of  the  writer  and  of  his  age,  they  afford  a 
dedsive  testimony  against  yon. 

8.  But  yon  think,  if  Justin  Martyr  and  Hegesippns 
Ikil,  you  have  still  the  positive  testimony  of  Tertullian, 
to  oppose  to  my  conclusions,  from  the  fiuth  of  the  first 
Christians.  Tertullian,  who  was  little  younger  than 
Justin,  complains,  that  in  his  time  the  Unitarian  doc- 
trine was  the  general  persuasion.  <<  The  simple,  the 
ignorant,  and  the  unlearned,  who  are  always  a  great 
part  of  the  body  of  Christians,  because  the  rule  of  faith, 
transfers  their  worship  of  many  gods  to  the  one  true 

God ;  not  understanding  that  the  unity  of  God  is  to 
be  maintained,  but  with  the  economy;  dread  this 
economy ."t  I  must  confess.  Sir,  here  seems  to  be 
a  complaint  against  the  unlearned  Christians,  as  in 
general  unfavourable  to  the  Trinitarian  doctrine ;  but 
the  complaint  is  of  your  own  raising — ^l^ertullian  will 


•  Lcttvitto  Dr  Horslej,  p.  107. 
t  liiiu  of  Comip.  vol.  i.  p.  55. 
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Touch  bat  for  a  very  small  part  of  it  ^^  Simple  per« 
aoosy^  says  TertuUian^  (aot  to  call  them  igooranti  anA 
idiots^)  who  always  make  the  majority  of  beUever^ 
because  the  rule  of  faith  itself^  carries  os  away  from 
the  mauy  gods  of  the  heathen,  to  the  one  true  God ; 
not  anderstanding,  that  one  God  is  indeed  to  be  be* 
lieved,  but  with  an  economy  (or  arrangement)  of  the 
Godhead ;  startle  at  the  economy.  They  take  it  for 
granted,  that  the  number  and  disposition  of  the  Tri- 
nity,  is  a  division  of  the  Unity.  They  pretend  that 
two,  and  even  three,  are  preached  by  us,  and  ima- 
gine that  they  themselves,  are  the  worshippers  of  one 
God.  We,  they  say,  hM  the  monarchy.  Latins  have 
caught  up  the  word  monarchioy  Greeks  will  not  un- 
derstand asconamiay  Let  the  author's  words  be  thus 
exactly  rendered,  and  you  will  find  in  them  ndthw 
complaint,  nor  acknowledgment,  of  a  general  preva* 
lence  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  among  Christians  of 
any  rank.  TertuUian  alleges,  that  what  credit  it 
obtained,  was  only  with  the  illiterate ;  nor  with  all  the 
illiterate,  but  with  those  only,  who  were  ignorant  and 
stupid  in  the  extreme.  To  preclude  the  plea  of  num- 
bers, he  remarks,  that  the  illiterate  will  always  make 
the  majority  of  believers.  ^'  Some  simple  people,  he 
says,  ^  take  alarm  at  the  notion  of  a  plurality  of 
persons  in  tlie  unity  of  the  Godhead.  Simple  people, 
said  I!  I  should  have  said,  ignorant  and  dull;  who  have 


•■Vi 


*  SimpKeet  enim  (nee  diserini  impmdentei  et  idiots)  qii«  iD«jor  temper 
eredentiam  pert  ett,  quoauun  et  ipie  regula  fidei,  a  pluribut  diit  ueeuU,  &e^ 
Bon  iotclfigeDtet  auicum  quiilem,  sed  earn  tui  ckoooohmii  credeDdum,  exparetcmtt 
ed  oecooomiam. 
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mntUnwmAt  to  eoapidMBd  the trae  mam  of  Oie 
apoiflie^f  omds  wfakh  ipMlui  of  one  Godf  in  oppc^ 
iitioa  only  to  a  fhrnStf  of  ind^wdeBt  godif  ww- 
lUppod  bf  fho  kntlni^  wiUmit  any  impact  to  tkfe 
wataplViinl  imiij  tf  flw  Dei^.  Wlien  it  is  coMi 
ilaredy  thai  ptttons  of  omuiwdoinMiilB  mint  always 
ka  tiM  Buooriiy  of  a  body,  adkctod,  aa  (be  chmch 
i^fima  allnAlBi  ofsMtti  it  were  no  wondery  if  tlie 
fidloweis  of  the  Uattaiiaa  praacheni  wave  bobb  mio 
Berona  than  tiny  raOly  ais^^  This,  Bir,  is  the  na- 
tnnl  expedfion  eff  the  paaaagiB,  which  yoa  cite^  as 
TerlolUaa's  toatiaMny  ef  the  pepdaiMy  of  your  ia^ 
fanrito  epinioasy  in  Ida  awn.tfBM.  II  ia  no  each  lestl- 
moay.  It  ia  a  (diaige  of  igBOiaDoe  agunat  year  party ; 
af  aoA  %Bi«aaoe  as  woold  inTalidile  the  pilea  of  nam* 
beMyifthatpleaooaldbeaetnpir  Tlia  argaoMnt  wliich 
yea  bidldi  apoa  ttie  lank:  and  condiiiBn  of  TerinUian'a 
Unitarians^  wlio  were  eoamimi  or  nrieaned  people^  can 
be  of  no  forces  nnlesa  it  could  be  proved,  that  the  Uni- 
tarian oj^on  WEB  general  in  thia  mk  of  Ghristiani. 
The  common  people,  who  will  be  the  last  to  depart 
Irom  the  opinions  of  thdr  ancestors,  wlien  they  are 
left  to  themselyes;  will,  on  the  other  liand,  be  the 
first  to  be  staggered  with  difficulties,  and,  for  that 
teaaon,  the  Ihirt  to  be  misled*  Whatever  therefore, 
mi^t  be  the  novelty  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  in  the 
age  of  Tertulliao,  it  is  no  wonder  that  it  should  find 
admirers,  among  the  most  igoorant  and  stopid  of  the 
commwn  people.* 


*  Sm  te  SMBd  €C  ibt  SapfteoMalia  n^piUtek 


iET.  a.  TO  DR  FKIB8TUE7.  |y9 

9.  Yoa  mnst  search^  Sir,  for  some  clearer  testimo- 
ny, than  any  that  is  to  be  found  in  TertuUian,  Justin 
Martyr;  or  the  few  surviving  fragments  of  Hegesip* 
pus;  to  opposs  to  my  proof  from  the  epistle  of  St  Bar«» 
Babas. 

I  ami  4rc« 


.1* 

• 


ISTTEB  TENTK 

lb  ngil^  to  Xh  Priutt$f§  Iili4  bfter ,  m  wkkk  h$ 
waM  fnvBf  MM  Ab  ffbmtbm  UnUarioM  wennci 
iumaihm'itiiin^^MiBwr^^^  IVrtalltaii, 

JmiUm  JIbartp'f  mid  Mrnmu^  eof^fiiu  hg  As  Mimih^ 

jri^^-— 31b  «r|fiifMiili^/hifii  CSbwrai  tlfeamufrtiiiif^ 

mUmjTdlM  MmMp  CO^fWimL 
JUUM  SOL 

iTTtlMMlkl  i80Bi|  fhat  yoQ  teM  ione  Moel  nbtrast 
in  your  own  hearty  of  ihe  proof  which  yon  pretend  to 
bring,  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  waa  orthodoxy  in  tlie 
first  age ;  or  yon  would  have  been  leas  aolicitons  to  show^ 
that  the  primitive  Unitariana  were  not  deemed  hereticks. 
Fw  a  proof,  that  confessed  orthodoxy  was  not  deemed 
heresy,  or  in  other  words,  that  the  orthodox  did  never 
excommnnicate  themselves,  mig|ht  have  been  spared. 
Tlds  however,  is  the  subject  of  your  third  letter.  Tour 
Moments  from  the  apostles'  creed,  as  it  is  stated  by 
TertoUian  ;*  from  the  tittle  severity  with  which  Irensua 
speaks  of  the  Ebionites  ;t  and  from  the  respect  with 
which  Justm  Martyr  treats  those  blasphemers ;  {  for 
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that  is  the  appellation  by  which  his  regard  for  them  is 
expressed,  have  been  already  so  completely  answered 
by  my  good  and  able  aUy^^  the  Jtfonthly  reviewer^f 
that  little  is  left  for  me  to  say  on  the  eobjecL 

S.  I  must  take  this  occasion  to  declare^  that  yon  are 
perfectly  right,  in  your  conjecture^  that  I  entertain  an 
h%h  opinion  of  that  gentleman's  learning  in  ecclesiasti* 
cal  histoiy.  Indeed,  my  opinion  of  his  learning  hath 
been  gradually  rising,  while  yours  hath  been  going 
down  :|  and  what  yon  predicted,  is  at  last  come  to  pass; 
1  think  myself  happy  in  the  alliance  of  that  able  critick, 
I  am  informed  by  your  last  publication,^  that  my  val- 
uable ally  is  the  Rev.  Mr  Samuel  Badcock,  a  dissent* 
ing  minister  at  South  Molton,  in  Devonshire.  To  what 
ever  denomination  of  Christians  my  worthy  fellow-Uu 
bourer  may  belong,  he  is  learned,  and  an  able  advocate 
of  the  faith  which  was  at  first  delivered  to  the  saints, 
and  his  alliance  will  not  be  disgraceful,  though  he  choo- 
4ie8  to  fight  in  a  reviewer^s  armour.  Indeed,  I  cannot 
see  for  what  reason  the  alliance  of  a  Christian  divine, 
although  he  be  a  reviewer  by  profession,  should  be  less 
oreditable  than  that,  which  you,  Sir,  so  obsequiously 
.court,  virith  Jew,  Turk,  heretick,  and  infideU  Ton 
seem  to  think  it  unfair,  that  your  antagonist  should 
avail  himself  of  the  prodigious  advantage,  which  the 
review  gives  him,  of  a  cheap  and  immense  circulation:^ 


*  "  Dr  Horsley  considers  thif  writer  ai  Itaned  in  eeeleiiutiMl  hittorj,  nd 
may  wish  to  have  him  for  an  ally.'* 
t  In  the  Monthly  Review  for  Janiiary»  t78i, 
%  See  note  (*). 
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this  conplaiDf^  Sir,  really  comes  wifh  an  ill  grace 
from  yoa ;  wiia  are  every  day  diffusing  your  dangerous 
doctrines  aaong  the  common  people  in  pamphlets  pub- 
lished for  thenr  beneftt^  in  an  ordinary  form,  to  be  por- 
chased  at  the  easy  price  of  sixpence,  a  groat,  and  even 
twopence.    S<nne  reserve  on  our  part  might  be  proper, 
if  any  were  obs^red  on  yours  :  but  while  you  invite 
the  most  iUiterato  of  the  laity  to  take  a  part  in  the  dis- 
pute, it  is  our  duty  to  guard  fliemwhat  we  can,  from  se* 
dnctton;  to  take  advantage  of  eveiy  mode  of  cheap  and 
general  diculation,  that  the  antidote  may  be  as  widely 
spread,  and  as  easy  to  be  had,  as  the  medicated  phials. 
I  return  to  my  subject 

&  Justin  Martyr^s  respect  for  the  Unitarians  of  his 
lime,  you  collect  from  certain  passages,  in  which» 
■peaking  of  heretacks,  with  the  highest  indignation,  he 
Biakes  no  allunon,  as  you  conceive,  to  the  Unitarians. 
My  learned  ally  replies,^  tliat  in  one  of  these  passages, 
Justin  Martyr  expressly  alludes  to  the  Unitarians,  un* 
der  the  very  honourable  character  of  blasphemers  of  the 
Ohrist^  whose  coming  had  been  announced  by  the  pro- 
phets. He  remarks,  that  in  this  passage,  Justin  couples 
the  name  of  Ghrist,  with  the  title  of  ^^  God  of  Abraham, 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,'^  in  a  manner  which,  as  it  must  bring 
to  every  learned  reader's  recollection,  other  passages  of 
the  holy  martyr's  writings,  in  which  Ghrist  and  the 
CU>d  of  Abraham,  are  described  as  the  very  same  per- 
son; clearly  de&ies  the  particular  blasphemy,  which 
was  the  subject  of  the  accusation.  My  learned  ally 
complains,  that  your  translation  of  this  passage  is  so 
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VMMLgdj  M  to  conceal  this  alludon  to  the  Unitariaa 
heresy ;  and  to  convey  ^^  no  idea  of  distinction,  between 
the  Maker  of  the  world,  and  the  Gk>d  of  Abraham, 
Isaac,  and  Jacob."  fle  might  have  added  another 
complaint :  that  in  yonr  translation,  yon  have  snppres- 
aed  another  clause  in  the  same  period,  in  which  certain 
persons  are  treated  with  great  severity,  *^  who,  instead 
of  worshipping  Jesus,"  [instead  of  paying  him  divine 
worship,  for  that  is  the  proper  force  of  the  verb  ctCtirj 
'^  confessed  him  cmly  in  name."  Your  reply*  is,  indeed, 
very  extraordinary — ^It  consists  of  three  parts :  An  apol- 
ogy for  the  omissions  ;  a  defence  of  your  aigument ;  a 
flat  denial  f  that  you  have  made  the  omissions,  for  which 
however  you  have  condescended  to  apologue. 

4.  Your  apology  is,  that  the  omissions  were  made  ts 
Bharten  a  long  Greek  quotation ;  X  hot,  Sir,  the  omis« 
sions  are  in  your  English  translation ;  and  the  Greek, 
which  is  ^ven  at  length  at  the  bottom  of  your  page,  is 
nothing  idiortened  by  them — ^if  the  passage  was  to  be 
shortened,  either  in  Greek  or  in  English,  why  was  this 
shortening  effected,  by  the  omission  of  those  clauses  in 
particular,  which  mi^t  seem  at  least  adverse  to  your 
argument  ?  Your  defence  is,  that  the  omitted  passages, 
aflBsct  not  the  ailment  either  way :  for  the  whole  of 
Mr  Badcock's  remark  is  answered,  you  say,  at  once^^ 
by  observing,  <<  that  it  is  to  no  sort  of  purpose,  who  it 
was  that  Justin  meant  by  the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac, 


*  Remariu  on  the  Bfonthly  Refiew  of  the  Letters  to  Dr  Hortley,  aee.  t 
t  Appendix  to  the  RentrtEi. 
t  Rem&rkt,  p.  14. 
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and  Jacob ;  but  who  it  was^  that  the  hereiicks  he  is 
speaking  of^  meant  by  the  person  so  described^  and 
whom  they  meant  to  blaspheme  :  and  this  certainly  was 
not  Jesus  Christ,  but  another  being,  the  supposed  ma- 
ker of  the  world,  the  author  of  the  Jewish  dispensation^ 
and  the  introducer  of  much  evil,  which  they  said  Christ 
was  sent  to  rectify.'^  Sir,  I  apprehend,  and  my  learn« 
ed  ally,  I  believe,  will  be  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the 
true,  not  the  supposed,  maker  of  the  world,  was  the 
person  blasphemed,  by  the  introduction  of  the  fabulous 
Itemiurgua  of  the  Gnosticks.  Of  the  same  opinion  was 
Justin.  Tou  cannot,  Sir,  know  so  little  of  his  language 
as  to  imagine,  that  by  the  title  of  wstnlnc  tu9  oMir,  the 
Maker  of  the  Universe^  he  describes  the  Gnostick  De^ 
miurgus,  not  the  true  Creator^  the  Father  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ*  But  how  is  it  that  you  maintain,  that  Je- 
sus Christ  was  not  blasphemed,  by  those  whom  Justin 
accuses  ?  Justin  describes  those  whom  he  would  accuse, 
as  blasphemers  of  Jesus  Christ.  This  is,  in  part,  the 
matter  of  his  accusation—- that  you  should  attempt  to 
deny  it  is  extraordinary,  Sir,  when  you  confess,  that 
you  omitted  it  ^^  to  shorten,'' — it  appears,  however,  that 
your  arguments  rest  entirely  upon  a  supposition,  that 
the  blasphemy  of  Jesus  was  no  part  of  Justin's  accusa- 
tion :  you  took  therefore,  that  method  of  shortening, 
which  might  best  serve  your  purpose. 

0.  But  you  insist,  that  <^  they  were  Gnosticks  only, 
not  Unitarian  Christians,  that  Justin  was  reflecting  upon 
or  alluding  to."^  Sir,  will  you  take  upon  you  to  define 
on  whom  Justin  would  reflect,  in  contradiction  to  Justin's 
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own  declaration  ?  I  think  with  jmif  that  the  phrase  «xxoi 
ycf  u7  axxor  rft^tfy  is  distributlTe ;  introdacing^  not  the 
mention  of  any  new  sect,  but  a  specifick  enumeration  of 
the  sects  which  had  been  already  menUoned,  under  the 
general  description  of  '<  those^  who  tanght  men  to  say 
and  to  do^  many  impious  and  blasphemous  things.'^ 
Bat  the  force  of  the  objection,  which  my  learned  ally 
hath  brought  against  your  argument,  depends  not  on 
the  exact  sense  of  this  phrase-— it  is  sufficient  for  our 
purpose,  that  a  blasphemy  of  Christ,  by  denying  his  di* 
vinity,  and  refusing  to  honour  him  with  divine  worshipi 
is  a  part  of  Jnstin^s  description  of  the  heresies  to  which  he 
alludes ;  whence  it  is  manifest,  that  his  reflections  al- 
lude to  other  hereticks  beside  the  Gnosticks  $  unless 
indeed  you  will  choose  to  say,  that  some  of  the  Gnosticks 
Jiad  a  principal  share  in  this  Unitarian  blasphemy: 
which,  if  you  should  affirm,  you  will  in  me  have  no  an* 
tagonist    It  is  indeed  my  opinion,  that  the  Gerinthian 
Gnosticks  were  the  first  who  denied  the  divinity  of  our 
Lord— -Gerinthus  was  much  earlier  than  Ebion;  and  £(h- 
on^  in  his  notions  of  the  Redeemejv  seems  to  have  been 
a  mere  Gerinthian :  but  if  you  c<ffiur  with  me  in  these 
opinions,  it  is  little  to  your  purpose  to  insist,  that  Justin 
Martyr's  reflections  are  levelled  only  at  the  Gnosticks ; 
since  in  the  Gnosticks,  according  to  this  view  of  their 
i^inions,  he  censures  the  Unitarians :  if  you  deny,  that 
our  Lord's  mere  humanity  was  a  doctrine  maintained 
by  any  branch  of  the  Gnosticks,  still  Justin  express* 
ly  censures  the  Unitarians.    If  the  Ebionites  are  not 
mentioned  by  name,  are  you  sure  they  are  not  in- 
cluded among  the  [^xkkoi  «a^m  evoiuLOLTi]  *^  others  of  va- 
rious denominations/'  thus  generally  mentioned  after 
an  enumeration  of  the  principal  Guostick  sects  ?  The 

S4 


180  LETTBB8  IN  HEPLT  JJET,  X. 

SbioDJBan  heiety  was  at  this  time  in  its  Infancy,  and 
probably  too  inconsiderable  to  deserve  particular  no- 
tice. 

6.  Soch,  Sir,  is  yonr  apology  for  your  omissioui  and 
such  is  yonr  defence  of  your  argument.  After  this  apo- 
UgTy  uid  after  thb  defence,  comes  in  your  appendix  a 
flat  denial  of  the  OHUssions,  for  which  you  have  apolo- 
^zed.  A  friend  has  told  you,  that  the  passage  of  Jus- 
tin  is  entire,  and  in  its  proper  place  in  your  letters  to 
me,  page  81.^  It  is  true,  8ir,  the  passage  is  entire,  in 
the  Greek,  in  the  mai^  of  your  book : — ^but  has  jour 
friend  told  you,  that  it  is  entire  in  your  translation  ?  My 
learned  ally  complains,  and  indeed.  Sir,  with  too  much 
reason,  that  you  write  for  the  unlearned — The  entire 
passage,  as  long  as  it  appears  not  in  your  translation^ 
lay  innocently  enough  in  the  Greek,  at  the  bottom  of 
your  page, 

7-  To  your  argument  from  the  apostle^s  creed,  as  re- 
cited by  Tcrtullian,t  it  might,  Sir,  be  a  sufficient  reply, 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  mentioned  in  it  as  the  Son  of  God ; 
a  title  which,  in  the^ense  in  which  it  was  constantly  ex- 
pounded and  undelHood,  reprobates  the  Unitarian  he- 
resy ;  but  my  learned  ally  refers  you  J  to  another  creed, 
produced  by  Tertullian  in  the  book,  De  PrcBscriptionep 
^c.  in  which  the  divinity  of  Christ  is  more  explicitly 
asserted.  This  you  say  is  not  simply  a  creed,  but  an 
exposition  of  the  creed,  ||  and  expresses  no  more  than 
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Tertallian'a  own  faith :''«  TeitaUian  himseV;  Bb>  ^  wis 
of  another  opinion — ^He  calk  this  exposition^  a  rale  of 
laith  appointed  bj  Christ — ^he  says^  it  expressed  the. 
ge^neral  iSuth^  which  was  disputed  by  none  but  here- 
ticks.'^  After  this^  Sir^  wUl  yon  say^  that  ^^  Tertollian 
did  not  consider  Unitarians  as  excluded  from  the  name 
and  assemblies  of  Christians  ?''t 

8.  Clemens  Alexandriuus^  who  makes  frequent  men* 
tion  of  herelicks,  hath  been  very  sUent,  yxm  tUink^.aboui 
the  Ebionites ;  hence>  yon  seem,  desirous  to  infer,  that 
Clemens  thougjiit  them  not  liereticaL  ^^  Almost  the 
whole,^^  tliese  axe  your  words,  ^^  Almost  the  whole  of 
lus  seventh,  book  of.  Stromataf  relate  to  that  subject 
[heresies^.  He  mentions  fourteen  different  heresiarcha 
by  name,  and  ten  heresies  by  character ;  but  none  ot 
fliem  bear  any  relation,  to  the  Ebionites,  or  any  species 
of  Unitarians."}:  Indeed^  Sir,  it  was  not  without  rea« 
ton,  that  I  complained  in  my  farmer  publication,  of  the 
peculiarities  of  your  style  :  I  hope,  that  the  great  work 
which  yon  are  preparing  upon  the  subject  of  our  present 
controversy,  will  be  accompanied  with  a  glossary,  to 
explain  the  words  of  the  English  Ungoage,  upon  which 
yon  shall  be  pleased  to  impose  new  senses ;  and  that  in 
particuliar,  you  will  not  omit  to  inform  your  readers, 
how  much  of  a  thing  may  be  meant  by  the  wjiole  in 
your  new  phraseology. 

9.  I  find,  8ir,  by  the  best  computation  I  can  form 
tpon  a  single  example,  which  1  am  sensible  must  be 

to  great  inaccuracies,  I  speak  therefore  under  the 
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ccnrraetioii  df  yfmr  authoritative  decisia»--*!ivt  by  the  best 
GompatatioB  1  ean  form^  the  whole  maj  be  aiij  part  of 
a  thiag  not  kes  than  a  forty^eighth !  I  beg  yoar  paidoa 
'^l  had  written  this^  when  taming  back  to  the  errata,  at 
the  beginning  of  yoar  book^  I  there  tnd^  that  you  have 
been  yonrseU,  very  prqperly,  shocked^  at  the  extravagant 
hyperboUsm  of  yoar  own  expressions ;  and  for  the  words 
almott  the  wkoUj  yon  advise  the  reader  to  sabstitnte  these, 
a  great  part.    Bhr,  a  reluctant  and  imp^ect  retraction,  is 
ihore  unseemly,  than  the  first  error,  be  it  ever  so  enor- 
mous :  if  you  would  not  be  thought  to  impose  upon  your 
reader^s  ignorance,  or  to  presume  upon  his  inattention, 
you  mast  correct  again ;  and  for  a  greats  bid  him  read 
«  very  little  part.    The  seventh  book  of  the  Stramatop 
in  Sylburgius's  edition,  which  I  use  as  most  convenient 
for  my  present  purpose,  because  the  pages,  not  incam«* 
bered  with  notes,  all  contain  eqoal  quantities  of  text ;  in 
this  editioo,  the  seventh  book,  Greek  and  Latin,  fills  48 
pages — the  general  subject  of  the  book  is,  the  excel- 
lence of  Christian  Knowledge  in  preference  to  Philoso* 
phy :  this  argument  fills  more  than  88  pages  of  the  48, 
that  is,  more  than  three-fourths  of  the  whole  book, 
without  any  mention  of  hereticks ;  then,  the  author  an- 
swers an  objection  to  the  certainty  of  Christian  know- 
ledge,  taken  from  the  differences  of  opinion  that  subsis- 
ted among  the  different  sects :  this  introduces  a  gene- 
ral invective  against  hereticks,  and  a  dissnasive  of  he- 
resy, drawn  from  general  topicks,  not  from  the  enor- 
mities of  particular  sects ;  which  fills  eight  pages  more : 
the  dissuasive  of  heresy,  leads  to  an  argument  for  the 
authority  of  the  church  upon  the  footing  of  antiquity ; 
and  this  introduces  the  names  of  some  remarkable  he- 
resies, which  are  mentioned  for  no  other  purpose,  but 
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Id  show  that  the  very  deaominationa  which  they  bore^ 
^ai^ed  a  late  origin,  singularity  of  opinion,  and  sepa« 
ration  from  a  more  ancient  society.  This  list,  with 
many  interspersed  remarks  upon  the  origin  of  each 
MCt,  and  assertions  of  the  nnity  of  the  true  churchy 
fills  perhaps  three- fourths  of  one  of  the  two  remaining 
pages  of  the  book :  for  the  last  page  is  taken  up  with 
a  whimsical  explanation,  of  the  Levitical  marks  of 
clean  and  nnclean  beasts ;  which  are  supposed  to  be 
types,  <rf  the  good  and  bad  qualties,  of  true  Christians 
and  of  bereticks.  Thus  it  appears,  that  that  great  part 
of  the  seventh  book  of  the  Stromata^  which  you  had 
well  nigh  mistaken  for  the  whole,  is  somewhat  less  than 
one  part  in  forty-eight. 

10.  Bat  the  Ebionites  have  no  place  in  that  long  list 
of  bereticks,  which  occupies  almost  the  whole,  or,  to 
speak  more  accurately,  a  great  part,  or,  to  speak  exact* 
ly,  almost  a  forty-eighth  part  of  the  seventh  book  of  the 
Btromata.^  I  think  indeed  they  have  not,  unless  they 
be  included,  which  I  suspect  may  be  the  case,  among 
the  Peratick  heredcks ;  but  I  will  grant  that  they  are 
omitted :  is  it.  Sir,  a  consequence,  that  Clemens  thought 
their  opinions  indifferent  ?  I  cannot  see  the  necessity  of 
ibis  conclusion,  unless  indeed  it  had  been  of  importance 
to  the  argument  of  Clemens,  that  he  should  make  an 
exact  enumeration  of  all  the  sects,  which  he  deemed 
heretical — ^but  this  was  not  the  case :  a  few  instances 
sufficed  for  the  illustration  of  his  reasoning ;  and  these, 
in  a  discussion  with  Greek  pUlosophers,  he  would 
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natarally  select  from  those  heresies,  whiohy  ibr  some* 
thing  of  subtlety  and  refinement  in  their  doctrine,  were 
the  most  likely  to  have  attracted  the  notice  of  th& 
Gentiles.  A  sect,  which  lived  in  obscurity  in  the  north 
of  Galilee,  of  no  consideration  for  number,  learning 
w  abilities ;  was  likely  to  be  the  last  that  he  would 
mention. 

11.  It  is  another  circumstance  which  you  urge,  Sir, 
in  favour  of  the  early  Unitarians ;  that  it  is  confessed 
by  Jerome,  that  the  Ebionites  were  anathematized,  not 
for  their  Unitarian  opinions,  but  for  their  rigid  adhe- 

lenco  to  the  Mosaick  law,* propter  hoc  solum  a 

pairibuB  anathematiaait  aunt^  quod  legia  ccBrimonias 
Christi  evangelio  miscuerunt. 

IS.  I  shall  frankly  confess,  Sir,  that  if  nothing  more 
were  known^  either  of  the  Ebionites  or  Cerinthians, 
from  ecclesiastical  history,  than  what  might  be  gather- 
ed from  this  sentence  of  Jerome,  I  should  be  apt  to 
conclude,  that  the  single  error  of  either  sect  was  this : 
that  tliey  Judaized — the  words  however  are  capable 
of  another  meaning ;  namely,  that  tlie  Judaick  super* 
stition,  was  a  thing  so  criminal  in  the  judgment  of  the 
primitive  Christians,  as  to  constitute,  hy  itself^  one 
very  sufficient  reason  for  the  excommunication  of  the 
sects  which  were  addicted  to  it.  For  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served,  tliat  the  Ebionites  are  coupled  in  this  passage 
with  the  Cerinthiafis.  It  is  said  of  both,  that  <^for 
this  single  thing  they  were  anathematized,  that  they 
mixed  the  ceremonies  of  the  law,  with  tiie  gospel  of 
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Chriflf  This  being  said  of  both  without  distinction^ 
most  be  said  of  either,  in  some  sense,  in  which  it  may 
be  true  of  both :  and  if  it  aqoit  the  Ebionites  of  here- 
by, except  in  the  single  article  of  their  Judaism,  it 
equally  acquits  the  Gerinthians  :  if  it  be  to  be  conclu- 
ded from  these  expressions  of  Jerome,  that  to  deny 
oar  Lord's  divinity  was  no  heresy  in  the  Ebionites ;  it 
is  equally  to  be  concluded  from  these  same  expressions^ 
that  to  deny  that  God  was  the  Creator  of  the  universe^ 
was  no  heresy  in  the  Cerinthians.  If  this  passage  of 
Jerome,  be  no  testimony  in  favour  of  the  Cerinthian 
doctrine  about  the  creation,  it  is  no  testimony  in  favour 
of  the  Erbionsn  doctrine  about  our  Lord — ^it  is  lame 
and  defective,  like  every  other  testimony  which  you 
have  produced  to  the  same  purpose  ;  and  your  opinion, 
that  the  primitive  Unitarians  were  not  considered  as 
hereticks,  I  must  still,  Sir,  in  defiance  of  all  your  tes« 
timonies,  take  the  liberty  to  place  among  the  extra- 
vagant  assertions  of  Daniel  Zuicker,  of  which  Simon 
Episcopiuf,  was  the  charitable,  but  insufficient  advo- 
cate. 

lam^  &c. 


POSTSCRIFF. 

YOU  are  pleased,  Sir,  to  say,  in  the  conclusion  of 
yoQV  third  letter,  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  even  in 
its  most  obnoxious  form,  existed  in  the  very  time  of 
the  apostles.  I  deny  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  existed, 
at  that  time,  in  tlie  most  obnoxious  form.  Produce 
your  indisputable  evidence.    Observe,  that  by  the  most 


obnoxious  fornix  I  understand  that  fonn^  which  ex. 
clades  the  worship  of  Christ. 

N.  B.  In  answer  to  Dr  Priestley's  argament^  from 
the  writings  of  Irensus  in  particular;  see  the  third  of 
the  Supplemental  DisquisitionSp 
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LETTER  ELEVEirrH. 

In  Replji  to  Dr  PrieMefa  fourthy  in  which  he  ife- 
fends  his  argument  from  a  passage  in  •Bthanasius.-^ 
The  sense  of  the  words  mita  i9h9yg  mistaken  by  l^r 
PriesUetf. — The  sense  of  the  word  ^Ywir  mistaken  by 
Ih  Priesthy. — Prudence  and  caution  not  synony^ 
mous. — The  matter  qffactf  as  represented  by  Jlthan* 
asius^  mistaken  by  Dr  Priestley. — His  grammatical 
argument  refuted. — That  Mhanasius  speaks  qf  un^ 
converted  JewSy  proved  from  a  comparison  of  the  two 
clauses  in  which  Jews  are  mentioned. — The  CfentUes 
not  uninterested  in  questions  about  the  Messiah.'^ 
Cf  deference  to  authorities. 

DEAR  SIR. 

A  SUPPOSED  testimony  of  Athanasias  made  a 
principal  branch  of  your  original  proof^  that  the  faith  of 
the  first  Christians  was  Unitariau :  and  this^  with  othw 
principal  branches  of  your  proofs  found  a  place  among 
my  specimens  of  your  evidence,  of  which  it  was  the 
third  in  order.  For  thb  testimony  of  Athanasiusi  yoa 
tefer  yonr  reader  to  Athanasius's  defence  of  the  Alexan* 
drine  Dionysius,  where  yoa  think  you  find  a  confession 
of  two  very  important  circumstances :  that  the  apostles 
used  great  caution  in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  pro* 
per  divinity  of  Christ  j  and  that  the  occasion  of.  this 
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caatioD^  was  ttie  prevalency  of  a  contraiy  penraasioii 
among  the  first  Hebrew  Ghristians. 

8.  In  opposition  to  this,  I  took  upon  me  to  assure  the 
Reverend  assembly  which  I  had  the  honour  to  address, 
tliat  no  mention  of  the  caution  of  the  apostles,  or  of  the 
heterodoxy  of  the  first  Jewish  Christians,  is  to  be  found 
in  the  defence  of  Dionysius— -I  believe  I  might  have 
added^  in  any  part  of  the  writings  of  Athanasius. 

S.  You  have  now,  Sir,  in  your  fourth  letter,  produced 
the  passage  from  the  defence  of  Dionysius,  in  which 
you  conceive  that  these  important  secrets  are  betrayed : 
this  passage,  you  say,  you  ^^  only  abridged  before"-—* 
(I  am  sorry.  Sir,  to  remind  you,  that  the  manner  in 
which  your  abridgments  are  managed,  has  appeared  in 
other  instances.)  You  abridged  it  before,  but  now  you 
^^  give  a  larger  portion  of  it  nt  full  length  :''  not  the 
whole,  by  your  own  confession ;  ^<  for  the  whole  is  much 
too  long  to  transcribe."  Pardon  me,  Sir,  if  I  add,  that 
the  whole,  were  it  transcribed,  would  justify  the  sum* 
mary  which  I  have  given  of  it  in  my  Charge  :  it  would 
prove,  that  the  example  of  the  apostles  is  alleged  for 
the  purpose  which  I  assign,  and  in  the  manner  which  I 
mention :  it  would  prove,  therefore,  that  this  ^^  larger 
portion,"  which  you  have  given,  ^'  at  full  length,"  is 
nothing  to  your  purpose.  But  to  bring  the  matter  to  a 
short  issue,  I  will  set  the  general  scope  of  the  discourse 
quite  out  of  the  question  :  I  will  take  the  particular 
portion,  which  you  have  produced,  by  itself,  as  you  de- 
Hire  it  should  be  taken :  and  1  will  show,  that  even 
thus  taken,  it  will  give  no  support  to  your  assertions. 
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wiihoot  a  fiingdlar  comtnictioii  of  certain  wordi»  and 
phrases,  which  cannot  be  admitted. 

4.  The  apostles,  it  is  said, spake  of  Ghrist  as  a  num; 
a  man  of  Nazareth ;  a  man  obnoxious  to  snffisrings. 
Was  it,  that  the  apostles  were  in  tiie  sentiments  of  Ari- 
as  ?  No  snob  thing.  <<  But  this  they  did,  as  wise  mas- 
ier-boilders  and  stewards  of  the  mysteries  of  Ood ; 
and  they  had  this  specious  pretence  for  it  J^* 

Stop,  Bir,  a  moment-^what  do  I  bear  ?  A  specious  pre- 
tence  for  it  I  For  what?  For  doing  a&  wise  master-buil* 
ders  and  stewards  of  the*  mysteries  of  God — ^Are  spe- 
cious pretences. needed  then  for  wise  conduct?  Or  were 
the  apostles  men  to  make  pretences  ?  Surely  this  is  the 
language  of  Dr  Priestley,  not  of  Athanasius.  He 
thongbt  more  reverently  of  the  apostles — ^let  him  speak 
lor  i  himself.  Ka/nur  ai7iotii  l;^ir  ivxoyor.  Is  pretence 
HiB  sense  of  dtW^  The  true  Greek  word  for  pretence 
is  irfafcrfr^  and  even  had  this  word  been  used,  the 
a^ective  h/xr/tc  would  have  carried  it  away  from  that 
Vase  meaning,  which  is  inseparable  from  Uie  English 
words  wpedous  pretence :  for  ii/xoy/ir  is  not  specioue  in 
the  English  sense :  it  may  be  applied^  to^any  thing  in 
qpo  species  cernUwr  hovesti;  hot  it  ianot  mere  seem* 
]ng~-had  Athanasitts  meant  to  say,  that  the  apostles 
had  a  specious  pretence  only  for  their  conduct^  the 
adjective  must  have  been  wtiant.    He  must  have  said, 

6.  The  word  cuVoi  hath ,  two  principal  senses ;  a  phiU 
osophical  and  a  popular :  either  of  the  two  may  suit 
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this  place:  anongst  the  philosophers^  it  signifies  a 
eause,  in  any  one  of  the  foor  Icinds  of  causes ;  the  ma* 
terialy  the  eflden^  the  formal,  or  the  final :  hence  it 
eomes  to  aigniiy  a  motive,  motives  being  final  causes, 
considered  in  ttieir  relation  to  the  mind  of  a  rational 
agent.  Thus  Plato,  speaking  of  the  Creator's  motive, 
for  a  particular  arrangement  ofthe  heavenly  bodies,  ret  S'  * 

UKML^  it  In  Kflcl  it  etc  'AITIAS  ilfv^t^o,  firic  cvi^ioi  ircarw  &C« 
til  TimBBO.  Again^  S/a  %n  rtiv  AITIAN  Kft)  Tor  Mywfk^f 
TwSf  Ir  •K9f  iS  axcoflap crfeK^vraro.    in  TimiBO,      A  mo« 

tive  may  be  either  good  or  bad,  but  aflia  ivxoyn  can  be 
only  good — ^it  must  be  a  wise  and  honourable  motive ; 
or,  in  plain  English,  a  good  reason. 

6.  Aflta^  in  the  rhetorical  or  popular  sense,  answers 
to  the  English  word  cause,  in  its  forensick  meaning : 
it  signifles  an  action  or  suit  at  law,  or  a  criminal  indict- 
Bwnt :  in  this  sense  HIm  fox«y«c  is  a  cause  fairly  defen- 
rible,  upon  a  just  and  honourable  plea— I  am  inclined 
to  prefer  this  sense  of  the  word,  in  this  place,  because 
ihe  verb  ixy<n  is  in  the  present  time,  when  the  preceding 
and  the  following,  are  in  the  past :  '^  if  the  conduct  of 
the  i^xistles  should  be  at  any  time  questioned,  they  have 
a  fair  and  substantial  plea."  This  may  still  be  expres. 
eed  in  Euglish  by  a  good  reason.  This  therefore  is  the 
proper  English  phrase  to  convey  the  holy  father's 
meaning,  whether  mita  be  taken  in  its  philosophical,  or 
in  its  popular  sense. 

7.  Now,  Sir,  if  for  specious  pretence  you  will  be 
pleased  to  substitute  good  reason ;  you  will  find  that 
this  passage,  even  in  your  own  translation,  will  afford 
no  ground  for  the  inferences  you  would  build  upon  it : 
Athanaains  proceeds  to  show  what  this  good  reason 
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was ;  and  he  commends  the  great  sagadty  wliich  was 
displayed,  in  the  conduct  of  the  apostles. 

8.  The  deficiencies  of  your  translation,  I  most 
however  confess,  are  abandantly  compensated  in  yoov 
comment ;  ^<  I  now  have  produced  the  passage/'  you 
say,  ^  and  have  pointed  out  a  word,  t^.  cwt^K,  which^ 
in  the  connexion  in  which  it  stands,  can  bear  no  oth* 
er  sense  than  caution,  and  great  caution  ;  yA^L  nKun 
gvnnmf  -— — w'^*  Sir,  may  I  ask  in  what  lexicon  (yoa 
must  excuse  me,  if  I  suspect  that  you  are  used  to 
take  the  senses  of  Chreek  words  from  ordinary  lexi- 
cons— )  in  what  lexicon,  good  or  bad,  have  you  found 
that  €Vf%rtc  in  any  connexion,  may  stand  for  caution  9 
It  is  literally  the  meeting  or  coming  together  of  differ* 
ent  things :  snd  applied  to  the  mind,  it  is  properly  that 
fiumlty,  or  that  act  of  the  mind,  by  which  it  brings 
things  together,  and  compares  them,  and  forms  a  rea- 
dy judgment  of  fitnesses  and  discongmities.  It  is  ex- 
pounded  by  the  ancient  Greek  lexicographers,  who  best 
viiderstood  their  own  language,  to  be  the  ^^  knowledge 
of  comparables  and  incomparables ;  or  a  ready  follow* 
ing  of  the  mind,  quickly  bringing  togethw  the  notions 
sf  things,  readily  discovering  what  is  proper  and  beseem* 
mg  to  each.'^t  Pl&to  says  more  concisely,  mt^mti^ 
means  that  the  mind  goes  along  with  thing84  Sagacitg 
is  the  English  word,  which  most  nearly  renders  the 
tame  idea — Pttidence^  the  word  which  yoa  have  used 
h  year  taranslation,  may  be  bom ;  but  the  idea  which  it 
pves,  is  rather  similar,  than  the  same.     Yon  have 


■• 
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dkNm^yn  m^i^l^  tnm  Hks  wliole  fatar  ol^  Ae  ifai 
Mone^  tluit  AHmimmhmi  ooold  have  intaoded  noMa0 
dkftUttii  to  ABwrfte  tiheir  pradmce,  or  eacfraM  dttii 

ftlttk,  Bfay  UmI  pMdom  ud  eulim  mllie  fiii|^ 
lugiui^am'iiiyMnjwmi?  If  flut  be  yodr  of^nioii^l 
■nfltbegtlMt  one  or  IMhefflme  woidiattj  JS^  ini#. 
iMf^omiy^t  ud  be  dedand  eqnlvaleiik  CteMfoiiii' 
buleed MnettiMi iiMd abiimsty te  iberefAM;  butter 
lb  pwpei'  wmm^  it  carriee  witfi^it  the  BotkHi  of  ioaie 
dbhiMiett  ait  r  nd- cantfo% 'fa»  a  teedMr  er  difpatatif^ 
alwagna  deiMtaa  «a  iHftd  pwvfahm  by  aone  dUmieal 
RMiTey  for  the  ioooehs  of  docMne  or  of  aigpneiit^  u! 
iMpfeeent  caii^  iCjoo  nee  the  word  wUhoot  aflBxqy 
to  it  flie  aoliiiB  of  ooneeabMnl^  it  will  not  ierve  joot 
fmpoie$  but  nettfaigof  eonoeilBMitia  Inplied  in  die- 
0reek  wotd-^AthiBMAni  otida  tte  eagadiy  e£  thiF 
^petdes :  thur  caolioi^  he  never  mentiottt* 

9.  Btfll  70Q  wai  huisty  that  he  deocribea  the  thiD& 
Ifaei^  he  may  not  liave  called  it  by  ite  proper  name  t 
^  He  evidently,  you  say^  doee  not  represent  them  aa 
deferring  the  communication  of  the  doctrine  of  the  di- 
vinitf  of  Gliriety  on  account  of  its  bdng  more  conveni^ 
ently  taught  afterwards,  as  part  of  a  system  of  fkith  ^ 
bnt  only,  lest  it  should  have  pven  offlbnce  to  the  Jews  f^  . 
I  euinot  read-  this  sentence  without  astonishment,  wlien 
I  torn  back  to  the  quotation,  and  And  that  you  liave 
Ikirly  produced  the  passage  in  which  Athanasius,  ini 
your  owft  translation,  as  well  as  in  the  original,  affirms; 
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that  what  related  to  oar  Lord's  humanity/  was  taught 
Jtntf  fw  no  other  reason,  but  that  the  doctrine  of  his 
divinity  might  be  taught  aflenoariSf  with  more  effect 
The  desire  of  instracting  the  Jews,  not  the  fear  of  offen- 
ding  them^  was  the  motive  with  the  apostles^  for  pro- 
pounding first  what  was  the  easiest  to  be  understood^ 
mod  the  most  likely  to  be  admitted. 

10.  Bat  whatever  the  motive  may  have  been  with 
ihe  apostles,  for  their  conduct^  you  insist  that  the  fact 
was,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  was  not  divulged 
by  them  <  and  rf  this  you  think  you  find  a  proof  in  this 
passage  of  Aihanasius ;  in  which  you  think  it  is  con- 
ftssedy  that  the  apostles,  in  the  opening  of  their  minis- 
tiy^  were  very  reserved  upon  thb  article ;  and  you  ob- 
serve^ and  I  tliink  not  improperly,  that  the  reasons  for 
that  reserve  (if  they  ever  subsisted)  would  operate  till 
within  a  short  time  of  the  dispersion  and  death  of  the 
apostles.  Whence  you  conclude,  that  if  ever  they  di- 
vulged this  doctrine,  it  must  have  been  at  so  late  a  pe- 
riod, tliat  the  church,  in  consequence  of  their  former 
ailence  upon  the  subjest,  must  have  been  fixed  in  the 
contrary  persuasion.* 

11.  But  what  if  the  foundation  of  this  whole  argu- 
ment should  be  rotten  ?  What  if  the  whole  should  be 
built  on  a  misinterpretation  of  Athanasius  ?  Athanasius 
affirms  not,  that  the  apostles,  in  any  period  of  their 
ministiy,  kept  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity  a 
secret ;  or  that  tliey  were  reserved  upon  this,  or  any 
lurticle  of  faith,  with  those  who  were  so  far  converted  as 
to  be  catechumens.    In  their  first  publick  sermons,  ad- 
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toJMdnlidiy  thO-  lcM%  uteoi  Hw  Jew  had  utUhifc 
WM  riM  imH  Ito  dMils  willMal  toaehing  Ui  difU|j^ 
nthnnriin^  tliw  tn  irniirte  nlhrimw  t  Imt  tn  ■nppmn^  nil 
lliaj  ouRJbd  Ihdr  CMfiiti  nopMlarlngtl^litoHi^ 
fonthitikeir  ptbite  iutnetiM  was  MAiMra  paidl 
caUr Ohui  their  pabUcfctfor  ihity  jaaWiU  iwHitfli 
•appqift  fa  iiihuann  r  ir  fa  Gh^^ 
M  apoBi  to  oombonM  flis  aignMik  fkm  the  mbom^ 
rioM  of  Athiiouiiifa '  •  ■  h 

M.  ]Mwh«tovwfhedocMi»0r«»  apotO^  nigjhl 
be$  »  whitofWo^idM  AfliaiirtMj  ar  ChiyMitoH^ 
■u^  entertain  Mncend^gllf  Athawrfni^  it  aeeMa ao^ 
ItnovrladBea^  fhat  the  liafr  Jewish  Ohristfaas  were  UdU 
taiians;  Oi  W7t  liilsmt '^  The  JieWi  ef  Ifcat  tiiM^'^  ei^ 
*The  then  Jews/^  hr  the  mbM|  hgr  «hieh  ths  persooe 
ire  deMfibedy  i^he^^ue  sdMlhrlunpe  IwHsn  the  erriNie^ 
ebsbeliefef  the  mere  hitinani^eP  the  lleashlh  NoiT^ 
Bir,  if  <<  The  then  Jews,''  o$  rJh  uUt$$j  may  denote 
Jewish  Ghiistians,  will  yon  be  pleased  to  inform  mey 
what  more  precise  expressions  the  holyfiUlier  might 
have  fonnd,  in  the  whole  compass  of  tlie  Greek'  lan^ 
goage^  to  denote  genuine  Jewish  Jews^  liad  he  had  oc« 
casion  to  mention  them?  Bnt  the  YerlM,  it  seems^  ^'  in 
ttmt  part  of  the  passage  which  mentions^  Christ  being 
come  qf  the  9eei  of  Ikmd,  and  the  i0orrf  being  made 
JUekf  are  not  in  tlie  future  Unee.^^  In  tliis  remark^ 
Sir,  I  cannot  bnt  admire  ttte  singular  caution  of  the  ex« 
pression^  ^^  Tlie  verbs*— -are  not  in  the  f ntore  tense.'' 
It  is  troe^  they  are  not :  bnt  the  most  important  of  these 
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mih9f  in  that  pfttt  of  the  passage  which  menficma  tMi 
Messiah's  coming,  although  it  be  not  in  the  future  fon% 
carries  a  future  signification — ^it  is  in  the  infinitive  mood 
#f  the  present  tense ;  which  often  denotes  an  instant 
iiiturity^  but  never  denotes  time,  either  long  since,  c^ 
jast  now,  past:  this  obtains  in  all  the  Greek  verbs^ 
bat  particularly  in  the  verb  ifx^f^f^ ;  which,  not  only  by 
mw,  but  naturally,  involves  a  notion  of  futurity  eve^ 
In  the  present  tense.    Eiofulw  ror  Xftfo^  ^iK§f  af^guT$f 

|iff*r lfx*^«i.     *<They  thought  the  Christ  was  a- 

toming  as  a  mere  man  only.''    This  expression  re- 

ftrv  to  the  Messiah  not  as  come,  but  as  coming :  ano- 

ttier  verb,  I  confess,  which  relates  to  the  incarnation  df 

the  Word,  is  in  a  preterite  tense,  «St  in  noy^c  aa^^  {^tr^« 

%Uium.    ^^  Neither  believed  they,  that  the  word  troa 

•ois  fiesh.'^    i  hryoc  ^(tf^  ^yud^,  ^<  the  word  was  made 

tMi,"  thes^  are  the  words  in  which  St  John  mentions 

lli^  incarnation.     The  holy  father,  Jb  is  likely,  chose  to 

Wik  flie  veiy  words  of  the  evangeli^  in  speaking  of  this 

Myaleiy  $  and  for  that  reason,  he  may  have  sacrificed 

tfbnfewhat  of  the  accuracy  of  his  syntax  to  the  exactness 

ttf  his  quotation.    The  passage  f^hould  be  printed  thus : 

ili  <<  }ti  i  xfyof  7otf S  tyiyil?^  lirt^ivof.    In  this  grammatical 

mrgument,  your  prudence  appears,  not  only  in  the  very 

guarded  expressions,  in  which  you  have  stated  it ;  but 

fai  the  declaration,  with  which  it  is  prefaced,  that  you 

desire  to  lay  no  great  stress  upon  it    What  you  have 

respect  to  in  this  passage,  ^'  is  the  obvious  general  tenot 

knd  spirit  of  it :"«  indeed.  Sir,  you  would  do  well  to 

be  cautious,  upon  all  occasions,  how  you  handle  these 


*  Letttrt  Ifl  Dr  Hortl«j»  p.  40L 

iS6 


teian  of  iiiliuinK  lit  tan^  ntmx  flm  tft  tlw  snaial 
traordTtliepMnfB. 

'  IS.  Toa  knoWf  Sir,  tliai  Jewi  an  twioo  meatoifti 
in  iL  ^The  Jewi  of  that  age  bebg  dweived  tlmii» 
i9lve%«iidliavji4(d0C6ivodtli^OeBtilMU^  Anda9ri% 
^^  -— —  the  bleaied  ^potUea  — — *  tao|^  what  lelated  |^ 
tbe  IraiDaiiily  of  oar  BaviflW  to  iha  Jewit''  Is  ityoor 
opnifNii  fiir,  that  thqr  aie  the  aaa^  ordUbi«Bt  panNiii% 
who  are  meetiviied  imder  the  iuum  of  Jewe,  in  the^v 
two  diflbrent  claqeea?  IT  they  an  diff^reiit  penMN|%f 
desire  to  koow^  iriiat  eiicaMitaiioe  or  Mte  of  dIflhrano% 
yoaflnd  in  the  anthor^eeicpfeeiioiia?  Ifyoa  tad  noni^ 
on  what  is  year  opiaioa  itf  a  diflhieDoeliMiiided  ?^  ^^ 
to  entangle  yon  mffim  in  gmialMitiral  diaqaiiite%  1 
will  for  a  monent  rappoai^  (he  ffffone  diffluenj^  j^ 
deaue  yon  to  ihow  ne,  whrt.c^  tiNKfae  i)m  msm  o« 
cohennoe  of  the  writM^e  agmmtlt  ICym  tQvw»  thai 
the  aame  persons  are  derigned  hi  hofh  places  nnder  the 
same  name ;  I  must  desire  yon  to  remark^  that  the 
Jews^  mentioned  in  the  second  instance^  were  persons 
who  were  '^  at  aoy  rate  to  be  persnaded  (at  any  rat$p 
that  is  the  force  of  ih»c  which  yon  have  erroneously 
rendered  by  the  word  fuUg)  at  any  rate  to  be  persua* 
ded,  from  the  actual  state  of  things,  and  from  the  evi- 
dence of  the  miracles  which  had  been  wroo||^t|  that  the 
Ghrist  was  come.*''  Gould  these.  Sir,  be  converted 
Jews  ?  Could  they  be  already  Christians,  in  whom  this 
general  persuasion,  ^'  that  the  Christ  was  come,''  was 
yet  to  be  wrought?  Wanting  this  persnaston,  they  wer^ 
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clearly  Jews,  whose  oonYersioo  was  not  yet  begun ;  and 
•f  the  same  description,  since  they  were  indeed  the  very 
same  persons,  were  the  Jews,  to  whom  it  is  imputed, 
ttat  they  held  the  erroneoos  belief  of  the  Messiah's 
mere  humanity,  and  that  they  spread  the  like  error 
among  the  Gentiles. 

14.  But  the  Gentiles,  you  say,  who  were  thus  misled, 
must  have  been  Christian  Gentiles ;  and  by  consequence 
fhe  Jews,  who  misled  them,  were  Jewish  Christians.* 
But,  Sir,  whence  is  the  certainty  that  Christian  Gen* 
tiles  weire  intended  by  Athanasius  ?  It  hangs  upon  this 
principle,  that  to  any  other  Gentiles,  the  whole  doc- 
trine of  a  Messiah  must  have  been  unintere8ting.t 
Have  you  f(»gotten.  Sir,  have  you  never  known,  or 
tronld  yon  deny,  what  is  not  denred  by  candid  infidels, 
fliat  the  expectation  of  a  great  deliverer,  or  benefactor 
Irf  mankind,  was  universal  even  in  the  Gentile  world, 
iboot  the  time  of  our  Lord's  appearance  ?  If  you  ac« 
knowledge  this,  where  is  the  improbability,  that  the 
general  opinion  concerning  this  personage,  should  be 
modified  by  the  opinions  which  prevailed  in  Judea, 
which  was  the  centre  of  the  tradition  ?  especially  when 
it  is  considered,  that  the  proselytes  of  the  gate,  made 
an  easy  channel  of  communication,  between  the  Jews 
and  the  idolatrous  Gentiles!  but  whatever  you  may 
be  disposed  to  grant,  or  to  deny,  this  argument  is  easily 
Diverted,  and  turned  against  you.  It  hath  been  shown, 
that  none  but  Jew  Jews  can  be  intended  by  Athanasius, 
When  he  speaks  of  the  Jews  as  mbleaders  of  the  Gen* 
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AiAgi%  to  Dr  PriuO^M J{pk ; in  wUA  JbiMMT 

Mftatu  ekroMb^iool  i{ffieuliie§. — Him$^  duUfy 

•  MMifmil  to  jImI  fft«  jolnticm.— -fltf  quMHan  ihrii^i. 

lijfiiiiiAil^^  tf  fft«  gjwjtfgj^  flit  Btejken  a  martyr  to 
Ob  ibelriiie.— JBf  i§ing  gaewlatum$  juaHfy  <to 
wanikip  qf  ehrUt^^'-Gkrigt  it^M  in  ike  $torg  qf 
Bi  PanPa  eonvmwm,r^TkB  Hmnitg  qf  Jemu  odtoir- 
t$igei  bff  fft«  afo&lk$^  from  fft«  UmB  irikra  t&qf  ae* 
knowMg$i  him  fir  Ab  Jbimak.-'-'Jflaliians  of  a 
IVtnKy,  ani  €f  ^  Deitg  tf  tib  .XlMftak,  cmTMf 
among  Ihe  Jews  in  the  dmfa  of  our  Satiaur. 

joEAB  sin. 

IN  your  fifth  letter^  yon  call  upon  me  to  ftssign  the 
particular  time,  when  the  knowledge  of  our  Lord's  di- 
Tinity,  which^  in  the  persuasion^  tliat  the  apostles  were 
taxed  by  the  fathers  with  a  resenre  upon  the  subject, 
you  are  pleased  to  call  *^  the  great  secret  of  Christ  be- 
ing not  a  mere  man,  but  the  eternal  God  ;''*  you  call 
upon  me  to  assign  the  time,  when  this  great  secret  *<  was 
communicated  first  to  the  apostles^  and  then  by  them  to 
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the  body  of  Oliristiaiis.'^*  Yoa  '^  request  my  opinion'' 
npon  this  question,  with  a  certain  air  of  triumph^  which 
seems  to  imply,  that,  in  yoar  apprehension,  I  must  bo 
much  at  a  loss  to  frame  an  opinion  upon  it,  which  may 
be  consistent  with  my  creed.  But  the  truth  is,  that 
yon  are  yourself  the  person  most  concerned  to  find  the 
sdution.  Or,  to  express  myself  more  accurately,  the 
question  splits  into  two^  of  which,  the  one  concerns  not 
me^  and  the  other  concerns  not  either  of  us. 

SB.  When  was  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  first 
published  in  the  church  by  the  apostles  ? 

8.  When  was  the  knowledge  of  the  thing,  first  con- 
feyed  to  the  minds  of  the  apostles  themselves  ? 

4.  These^  Sir^  are  two  distinct  questions.  Of  tha 
iist^  it  is  your  concern,  not  mine,  to  seek  the  solution : 
§K  since  1  have  clearly  traced  the  belief  of  Christ's  pro« 
per  deity  up  to  the  apostolick  age ;  unless  you  can  as* 
mgn  the  particular  epocha  of  the  publication^  I  have  a 
right  to  ccmclude,  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  very  earliest 
doctrine :  nay,  if  you  should  even  be  able  to  assign 
some  later  time  of  its  commencement,  yet  since  that  time 
must  fall  within  the  compass  of  the  apostolick  age,  to 
which  you  are  limited,  by  virtue  of  my  proof  from  the 
epistle  of  St  Barnabas,  a  question  might  indeed  arise^ 
Wluch  might  be  of  difficult  resolution — why  was  this 
doctrine,  for  a  certain  time,  kept  back  ?  But  this  diffi- 
eulty  would  not  shake  the  credit  of  the  doctrine ;  fw 
dnce  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  any  of  the 
apostles^  having  once  received  the  light  of  inspuration, 
were,  in  any  future  period  of  their  lives,  deprived  of  i(^ 
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toy  doctrine  poblithed  by  them,  claims  implicit  credi 
Irhatever  might  be  the  time  of  its  first  publication.  A 
discovery  that  Bt  John  had  made^  in  the  last  momenta  of 
his  lifie,  had  been  equally  to  be  believed,  as  any  thing 
that  St  Peter  preached,  in  his  first  sermon,  on  ttie  da^ 
of  PentecoasL  ¥ou  will  therefore  choose  yon  own 
epocha,  for  the  discovery  of  ^^  the  great  secret''  Place 
it,  where  it  best  may  please  you  in  the  apostolick  age ; 
I  will  hold  no  argument  with  you  upon  the  subject :  In 
my  own  congregations,  1  shall  think  it  my  dnty  to  bear 
my  witness,  that,  from  the  very  beginning  of  the  gospel, 
the  thing  had  been  no  secret:  for  proof  from  holy 
writ,  I  shall  have  recourse  to  those  very  passages  of  tile 
apostolick  history,  from  which  you  draw  the  contraiy 
inference.  1  shall  remind  my  hearers,  that  in  St  Peter's 
first  publick  sermon,  when  it  was  reasonable  to  keep 
to  the  general  assertion,  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah^ 
rather  than  to  enter  into  the  particulars  which  flmt  cha- 
racter niisht  involve;  allusions  are  nevertheless  used, 
which  discover,  that  the  mind  of  the  speaker  was  strong- 
ly impressed  with  notions,  which  it  was  his  policy  to 
conceal.  I  shall  particularly  desire  them  to  remark, 
that  it  is  said  of  our  Lord  Jesus,  that  <<  it  was  not  pos- 
sible that  he  should  be  holden  of  death  :"*  the  expres- 
sions clearly  imply  a  physical  impossibility :  I  shall  bid 
them  observe,  that  the  great  miracle  of  that  day  is  said 
to  be,  an  exertion  of  the  power  of  Jesus  exalted  by 
God's  right  hand  :t  and  I  shall  maintain,  that  the  three 
persons  are  distinctly  mentioned,  in  a  manner  which 
implies  the  divinity  of  each,  <<  Jesus — being  by  the  right 
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Inuid  ci  God  exalted^  and  haring  receiFed  of  the  Father 
the  promise  of  the  Holy  Ohost"* — of  the  Father — waf^ 
TV  vclfic  — The  Father:  the  substantive^  with  the  article 
prefixed,  describes  a  person,  whose  character  it  is  to  be 
the  Father — Paternity  is  the  property,  which  indivU 
daates  the  person  :  but  from  whom  is  the  first  principle 
thus  distinguished  ?  From  his  creatures  ?  From  them  he 
were  more  significantly  distinguished  by  the  name  of 
God*  Not  generally  therefore  from  his  creatures,  but 
particularly,  from  the  two  other  persons  mentioned  ia 
the  same  period — Jesus  and  the  Holy  Ghost  And 
since  this  is  bis  distinction,  that  he  is  the  Father  of  that 
Son,  from  whom,  together  with  himself,  the  Holy  Ghost 
proceeds ;  it  follows,  that  the  interval,  between  him  and 
them,  is  no  more  than  relation  may  create  j  that  the 
whole  difference  lies  in  personal  distinctions,  not  in 
essential  qnalities.  Thus  I  will  ever  reason.  Sir,  for 
ttie  edification  of  my  own  flock,  but  with  little  hope  of 
yonr  conriction  from  feSt  Peter's  first  sermon. 

0.  I  shall  always  insist.  Sir,  that  the  blessed  Stephen 
died  a  martyr  to  the  deity  of  Christ  The  accusation 
sgainst  him,  you  say,  was  ^<  his  speaking  blasphemous 
Miings  against  the  temple  and  the  lawf'^^-you  have  for- 
gotten  to  add  the  charge  of  blasphemy  ^^  agdnst  Mosei 
and  against  God.'^l  The  blasphemy  against  the  tem* 
pie  and  the  law,  probably  consisted  in  a  prediction,  that 
the  temple  was  to  be  destroyed,  and  the  ritual  law,  of 
course,  abolished  :  the  blasphemy  against  Moses,  was 
probably  his  assertion,  that  the  authority  of  Moses  was 
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p»Mj  ■ftpi— >#H?  yut  wu  Omm  m  tk  daobia^ 
rfawni<tlhi,  i>lfch(*i1il  be  fnteipCBiBd  u  bhqifcwiy" 
«|idMtlMv  c«ii|«<4lt*iH  tl>^  tl»t  tbey  amibed  d^ 
nrflgr  to Jaik*h»hMl«tAnd pabticUf  u  a aukbe^ 

OM  MH^^irbt  attandB  to  the  cvnclunQB  «f  tin  itoiy* 
Be  "looked  up  stedraitlgr iato  heava^"  mjt  tbeiii- 
s(iircil  liKtorian,  "  and  nw  the  ^orj  of  Qvd,**  [that  k^ 
be  saw  tbe  spleDdoor  of  the  BhBchiaah,  tat  that  it  whatii 
meant,  when  the  glorf  cf  Ood  fa  iMntiwMd  aa  mm», 
thiogtobeaecD,]  "  and  Jeaw  ilaadiag ca  tha r^it  hand 
of  tiod"*— He  saw  thti  nan,  Jama,  to  the  i^dit  of  thia 
divine  light :  his  dedaiiag  wfaat  he  8aw,t  the  Jewfa^ 
nbltle  understood,  as  mi  iwiriieB  at  the  divinilgr  ^ 
they  stopped  tlttir  e«a )  thcf  ompowored  Uf 
ke  with  their  own  claBOOM;  ud  Ok^  honied  hin  ovk 
_  Idle  city,  to  inflict  upott  hlhi  An  death,  wUdi  the  law 
iqipoiDtBd  for  bUtpfaemen.t  Be  died,  aa  he  had  liTed* 
■dtoali^;  the  deity  of  our  crucified  Master.  Bia  hut 
lireadi  waa  nttered  in  a  prayer  to  Jeitu,  first  for  himael^ 
■BdAeafbr  his  iaarderen.  "Theyitoaed  Stephen^ 
ctffing  npoa  CM,  and  aayiag>  Lord  Jesus  receive  mj 
■pWt— and  he  cried  with  a  load  voice,  I<ord,  lay  not 
tlda  lim  Id  their  char^"|  It  ia  to  be  noted,  that  the 
word  .<M  ia  not  in  the  original  text,  which  might  be 
betlerNKdered,  thus ;  " They  stoned  St^hen,  invoca. 
^mg  tmi  Mying,  ke."  Jeana  tinrefOTo  was  the  Go^ 
whoa  tta  dying  nattyr  iUTOcated  in  his  last  ago* 
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iiies ;  when  men  are  apt  to  pray,  with  the  utmost  seri- 
OQsness^  to  him  whom  they  conceive  the  mightiest  to 
save. 

6.  It  seems  the  hdy  Stephen,  folly  as  we  are  inform- 
ed he  was  in  those  tvying  moments,  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
was  not  in  the  opinion  which  yoa  are  pleased  to  impute 
to  me ;  but  you  will  observe  that  I  disclaim  it,  that 
^the  proper  object  of  prayer,  is  God  the  Father.'^* 
This,  yon  tell  me,  1  cannot  but  acknowledge.  That 
the  Father  is  a  proper  object  of  prayer,  God  forbid  that 
ever  I  should  not  acknowledge :  that  he  is  the  proper 
object,  in  the  sense  in  which  you  seem  to  make  the  as- 
sertion, in  prejudice  and  exclusion  of  Ae  other  persons, 
God  forbid  that  ever  I  should  ooncede :  I  deny  not,  that 
there  is  an  honour  personally  due  to  him  as  the  Father; 
fliere  is  also  an  honour  personally  due  to  the  Son,  as 
the  Son;  and  to  the  Spirit,  as  the  Spirit:  but  our 
knowledge  of  the  personal  distinctions  is  so  obscure,  in 
comparison  of  our  apprehension  of  the  general  attributes 
of  the  Godhead ;  that  it  should  seem,  that  the  Divinity 
f  the  TO  ;^or]  is  rather  to  be  generally  worshipped,  in  the 
three  persons  jointly  and  indifferently,  than  that  any 
distinct  honours  are  to  be  offered  to  each  separately* 
Prayer,  however,  for  succour  against  external  perse- 
cution, seems  addressed  with  particular  propriety  to 
the  Son. 

7-  When  you  deny,  not  only  that  any  precept,  but 
that  any  proper  example  is  to  be  found  in  Scripture  to 
authorise  the  practice  ;t  you  seem  to  have  foi^tten,  be- 
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PK^  iMrammmgtg  am 

rfit  Muqr  •Qmp  pMfBgeiy  ^  m*M  MtatefloM  «f  Bt 

Vlul'k  cffailM:  gt  Btephan^i  ^tlMrt  qacolataiy  «d^. 

teis^  ym  iMd  Qti  ftisotta    but  joany,  ^Uk  v«gf> 

iMonddenUax^*  M^  Bfi^  wl^  if  it  iiiooMite»>. 

Us?  li  it  kapMiM  il  wm  Mly  u  qacolatioii?  JB^fta 

e^bUioiit  an  aAan  |fnqr«it  of  tte  laott  ftrvrat  Idnd  f 

ttt^noit  uprM^Te  of  idf-abiMBMlit  aad  mianOoa  t 

M^Iatt  Cor  itobtaritytlMkitii  inooMidinUe?  Wliat 

Iben  it  tlM  pndM  Iragtti  nt  ivords^  wluch  k  ra)iiidhft 

to^Mftlm  Apimyer  an  Mtef  wonliip?  Wm  thk  polU 

I|m  ptiftnad  n  jb  ot«uriiNi  of  dBitfcw^  m  wluch  • 

IKfiiiity nif^  te  natonUy  inrakeA?  Wm  iia  paO^ 

IftBii  ibr  awoQor^  wUch  BOoaMaDifittiigr  ooidtl  gnuit? 

Ir  ttk  waa  tlia  caaa^  it  i^aaidyaii  aat  off  wimliip* 

Illlia  iitiiatloB  aff  IQba  wonUppar^ilM  oliManlai^ 

jfcyaorjiwigpianV  Bit^  Ihmmi  fta  antlwri^y  off  luaou 

inyla?  Yaift!aappata  pariiapa  aapa  uanikiaalkai  aff  hia 

feoltiaay  aririug  frooi  iStinm  aad  fcar— 4iM  Inatoiy 

juttiftes  BO  auch  sappofition :  it  defcrilmi  tha  attoranca 

aff  the  ftnal  prayer,  as  a  deliberate  act  of  one  who  luiew 

Ms  aitaiatioD,  and  potseased  Ida  anderstanding :  after 

praying  finr  lumself,  he  kneels  down  to  pray  for  his 

persecators ;  and  sach  was  the  composore  with  which 

lie  died,  altlioagh  the  manner  of  ids  death  was  tiie  meet 

tamultnons  and  tentfying^  that,  as  if  he  had  expired 

qnietly  npon  his  bed,  the  sacred  liistoriaD  says,  that 

^  he  fell  asleep.'^t    If  therefore  yon  would  insinuate, 

that  8t  Stephen  was  not  himself  when  he  sent  forth 

this  ^<  slmrt  ejaculatory  address  to  Christ,'^  tha  histoiy 
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refutes  yon.  If  he  was  himself,  yoa  cannot  jastify  his 
pnyer  to  Christ,  while  yoa  deny  that  Ohrist  is  God^ 
upon  any  principle  that  might  not  equally  justify  yon, 
or  me,  in  praying  to  the  blessed  Stephen.  If  St  Ste« 
phen,  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  prayed  to 
him  who  is  no  God ;  why  do  we  reproach  the  pious 
Romanist,  when  he  chaunts  the  litany  of  his  saints  ? 
If  the  persuasion  of  Christ's  divinity  prompted  the  holy 
martyr's  dying  prayer ;  then  there  is  no  room  to  doub^ 
but  that  the  assertion  of  Christ's  divinity  was  the  blas^ 
phemy,  for  which  the  Jews,  hardened  in  their  unbelief^ 
condeamed  him. 

8.  Another  instance,  to  which  I  ever  shall  appeal,  of 
mn  early  preaching  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  though  U 
aiay  not  conduce  to  your  conviction,  is  the  story  of  St 
Panl's  conversion ;  in  which,  as  it  is  twice  related  by 
Mmself,  Jesus  is  deified  in  the  highest  terms.    I  know 
not,  Sir,  in  what  light  this  transaction  may  appear  to 
yoQ ;  to  me,  I  confess,  it  appears  to  have  been  a  re- 
petition  of  the  scene  at  the  bush,  heightened  in  terror 
and  solemnity — Instead  of  a  lambent  flame,  appearing 
to  a  solitary  shepherd  amid  the  thickets  of  the  wilder- 
ness ;  the  full  effulgence  of  the  Shechina,  overpowering 
the  splendour  of  the  mid-day  sun,  bursts  upon  the  com- 
missioners of  the  Sanhedrim,  on  the  publick  road  t» 
Damascus,  within  a  small  distance  of  the  city :  Jesus 
speaks,  and  is  spoken  to,  as  the  Divinity  inhabiting 
that  glorious  light :  nothing  can  exceed  the  tone  of  au- 
thority on  the  one  side,  the  submission  and  religious 
dread  upon  the  other :  the  recital  of  this  story,  seems  to 
have  been  the  usual  prelude  to  the  apogtle's  publick 
apologies ;  but  it  only  proved  the  means  of  heighteninf^ 
the  resentment  of  his  incredulous  coontiymea* 
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9.  lliese  instances,  Sir,  will  bear  me  out  in  the  as- 
sertion, tiiat  oor  Lord's  divinity  was  preached  from  the 
very  beginning,  till  yon  can  fix  the  first  discovery  to 
some  later  epocha :  I  am,  therefore,  not  at  all  concern- 
ed  in  the  solution  of  your  first  question. 

10.  The  second,  ^  when  was  the  knowledge  of  our 
Lord's  divinity  first  imparted  to  the  minds  of  the  apos- 
tles?" is  wholly  insignificant,  and  uninteresting  to  all 
parties :  it  concerns  not  me ;  because^  with  my  notions 
of  inspiration,  I  am  obliged  to  believe  what  the  inspired 
iq^iles  taught,  however  late  the  time  might  be  when 
they  themselves  received  their  information :  it  concerns 
not  yon ;  because^  with  your  notions  of  inspiration,  you 
are  at  liberty  to  dispute  what  the  inspired  apostles 
taught,  whatever  pretensions  they  may  have  to  the 
earliest  information.  If  the  knowledge  was  infallible 
which  they  received  from  inspiration,  it  matters  not  how 
late ;  if  not  infEillible,  it  matters  not  how  early  they  re- 
ceived it :  if  no  positive  proof  were  extant,  that  the 
deity  oi  Christ  was  an  article  of  faith  among  the  first 
Christians ;  the  diflkulty  of  assigning  the  precise  time^ 
when  the  apostles  were  first  made  aquainted  with  it, 
might  be  something  of  an  objection  against  the  anti* 
quity  of  the  doctrine,  and  against  its  truth ;  but  in  oppo- 
sition to  direct  proof^  the  objection,  were  it  founded^ 
could  have  no  weight. 

11.  Upon  this  question  therefore,  as  the  former,  you 
must  not  take  it  amiss  if  I  leave  you  to  yourself.  Choose 
any  time,  within  the  compass  of  each  apostle's  life,  for 
the  epocha  of  his  illumination :  I  will  hold  no  argument 
upon  the  subject ;  altliough  I  have  an  opinion  upon  the 
question,  as  upon  the  former,  which  1  ever  shall  inculcato 
in  my  own  congregation :  and  this,  Sir,  happens  to  be  ilm 
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Teiy  reverse  of  that,  which  yoa  imagine  I  must  allow. 
^<  Toa  must  allow,''  yon  say  to  me^  <^  that  at  first  the 
mpostles  were  wholly  ignorant  of  this."*  M  first  in* 
deed,  before  their  acquaintance  with  our  Lord,  or  at 
least  with  the  Baptist,  they  were  ignorant,  I  believe,  of 
every  thing ;  but  from  their  first  acknowledgment  of  our 
Ijord  as  the  Messiah,  they  equally  acknowledged  his 
divinity :  their  faith,  I  believe,  was  but  unsettled,  aa 
their  notions  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom  were  certainly 
very  confused,  till  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  but 
80  far  as  they  believed  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  in  the 
same  degree  they  understood  and  acknowledged  his  di- 
vinity :  the  proof,  which  I  have  to  produce  of  this,  from 
boly  writ,  consists  of  too  many  particulars^  to  be  dis^ 
tinctly  enumerated  in  the  course  of  our  present  correa- 
pondence ;  I  shall  mention  two,  which^  to  any  but  a 
decided  Unitarian,  will  be  very  striking :  Nathaniel's 
first  pntfession,  and  Peter's  consternation  at  the  miracu- 
lous draught  of  fishes.  It  was  in  Nathaniel's  very  first 
interview  with  our  Lord,  that  he  exclaimed,  ^<  Rabbi^ 
thou  art  the  Son  of  God !  thou  art  the  king  of  Israel  !"f 
and  this  declaration  was  drawn  from  Nathaniel,  by 
tome  particulars  in  our  Lord's  discourse,  which  he 
seems  to  have  interpreted  as  indications  of  Omniscience. 
When  Simon  Peter  saw  the  number  of  fishes  taken,  at 
a  single  draught,  when  the  net  was  cast  at  our  Lord's 
command,  after  a  night  of  fruitless  toil ;  ^*  he  fell  down 
at  the  knees  of  Jesus,  saying,  depart  from  me^  for  I  am 
a  sinful  man,  O  Lord."t    Peter's  consternation  was  evi* 
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dently  of  (he  same  aort^  of  which  we  read  in  the  wor. 
thiee  of  earlier  ages^  apon  any  extraordinary  appearance 
6[  the  light  of  the  Shechinah^  which  was  founded  on  a 
notion^  that  a  sinful  mortal  might  not  see  God  and  live. 
These,  and  many  other  passages  of  the  evangelical  histo* 
ty^  discover  that  our  Lord's  associates^  although  it  was 
not  till  after  his  ascension^  that  the  Holy  Ghost  led 
them  into  all  truth  ;  had  an  early  apprehension,  of  some* 
thing  more  than  human  in  his  character.  Nor  indeed 
were  early  intimations  of  it  wanting :  in  the  first  annun* 
ciation  of  his  birth;  by  the  angelick  host ;  in  the  Bap« 
tist's  declarations ;  and  in  our  Lord's  own  assertions  of 
a  power  to  for^ve  sins,  and  of  an  authority  to  dispense 
with  ordinances  of  divine  appointment ;  and  in  his  clum 
to  be  the  proper  Son  of  God,  which  the  unbelieving 
Jews  ever  understood,  as  an  express  deification  of  his 
own  person. 

12.  But  Judas  Iscariot,  you  tlunk,  ^^  could  not  possi- 
bly  have  formed  a  deliberate  purpose  of  betraying  our 
Lord/'*  had  the  belief  of  his  divinity  been  general 
among  the  apostles^  before  his  crucifiction :  or^  had 
any  such  pretension  been  set  up^  which  had  not  gained 
belief,  Judas  would  have  taken  advantage  of  the  impo- 
sitioU;  and  would  have  made  a  discovery  of  it  to  the 
prejudice  of  our  Lord.  It  should  seem,  Sir,  that  you 
think  your  own  cause  almost  desperate,  if  you  would 
desire  that  Judas  Iscariot  should  be  admitted  as  an  evi- 
dence for  you,  or  as  au  advocate — ^bot,  what  if  your 
cause  should  turn  out  to  be,  what  Judas  Iscariot  him- 
self would  scruple  to  undertake?  I  would  not  willingly 
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be  the  apol<^8t  of  that  traitor  j  but  I  am  inclined  to 
thlnk«  that,  traitor  as  he  was^  his  intentions  went  not  to 
the  mischief  wliich  he  eflbcted :  it  was  rather  perhapi 
his  meaning,  io  cheat  the  chief  priests  of  their  money^ 
<han  actually  to  sell  his  Master's  life.  When  he  bar. 
gpdned  to  lead  them,  for  a  certain  sum,  to  the  place  of 
<wr  Lord's  retirement ;  he  thought,  perhaps,  that  faA 
mi^  safely  trust  to  his  Master's  power,  to  repel  any 
Attack  upon  his  person.  This  is  very  consistent  with  a 
belief  of  oir  Lord's  divinity ;  as  the  most  dishonoura- 
ble designs  am  often  found,  to  consist  with  the  truest 
•pecnladve  principles :  that  he  meant  not  tlie  mischief 
which  ensued,  may  be  presumed,  firom  the  remorsft 
whfeh  followed,  and  the  vengeance  which,  in  despidr» 
be  eKeoated  upon  himself.  But  I  care  little  about  his 
teUmooy,  only,  T  think,  that,  with  the  devils  he  might 
beKeva  and  tremble,  and  trembling,  might  be  still  a 
40viL 

1S»  JLfter  all,  Sir,  I  might  have  spared  so  particular 
m  answer  as  I  have  given  to  your  fifth  letter ;  in  the 
eoodosien  of  it,  you  furnish  me  with  a  short  reply,  of 
which  I  might  have  availed  myself.  ^^  Had  there  been 
mqr  pretence,"  you  say,  ^^  for  ima^ning  that  the  Jews 
in  ew  Saviour's  time  had  any  knowledge  of  the  doc» 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  and  that  they  expected  the  second 
person  b  it,  in  the  character  of  their  Messiah,  the  ques* 
tien  I  propose  to  you  would  have  been  needless."  * 
Then,  Sir,  the  qeestion  which  you  propose  to  me,  is 
needless.  The  Jews,  in  Christ's  days,  had  notions  of 
a  Trinity  in  the  Divine  nature :  they  expected  the  sec- 
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J90d  pqriiOD,  whont  tfaqr  tailed  Hkm  LogM|  to  omw  w 
llie  Messiah :  fiir  the  ptoof  of  these  asseitioaM^I  niar 
y 00  to  the  woik  of  the  leaned  Dr  FM«r  AJluc,  enttOe^ 
2%s  Jii^pRsal  ff  lk#  «lMtml  Jsmsft  Chmrdk  mgnut 
As  IJitftartoips, » woik  which, it  faito  be  hoped,  WSat^ 
Tpm  will  caiefoUj  Isoir  Ikm^  beibra  jwi  send  ahioaA 
your  intended  view  ef  the  dottrine  at  the  irst  ages  co«. 
.ceming  Christ*  That  ym  will  be  oemiooed  by  Ihr 
j|jliz>  imof;  I  have  indeed  fitib  hope  a  shaU  pv^^ 
however,  anotfasr  aothority,  to  irtush  yea  will  psriiapa 
be  more  inclined  to  pay  legud:  the  anthori^  of  ft 
leaned  Uniterian  of  the  last  oentny^ '  who  wnto  in 
vin^cation  of  a  fonner  Unitarian  wosk,  of  great  fune, 
called  ThB  Mkei  Goapd.  The  Naked  Gospel,  yon 
know  was  printed  at  Qzfi»d,.to  An  yev  1600^  and  was 
bant  the  same  year,  by  order'of  |he  opnrosalien*  The 
anonynums  anther  of  the  ,lliilsffaa(  Finftioatfofi,  was 
anpposed  to  be  Le  Glerc  j  he  it  is^  who  says  in  hbpre* 
ikce,  that  the  platonick  enthusiasm  crept  first  into  the 
Jewish,  afterwards  into  the  Christian  church— 4hen  he 
tells  his  readers,  how  the  Jews  picked  up  their  Platon- 
ism,  of  which,  he  says,  the  principal  doctrines  were  two : 
the  one,  that  of  the  preexistence  of  souls ;  the  other,  that 
of  the  Divine  Trinity.  These,  he  says,  were  the  opin* 
ions  of  the  Jews  in  the  days  of  our  Saviour  aud  his 
apostles:  and  heuce,  perhaps,  it  hath  come  to  pass, 
that,  as  the  learned  have  observed,  certain  Platonidc 
phrases  and  expressions  are  to  be  found  in  ihe  New 
Testement,  especially,  in  Bt  John's  OospeL  You,  Sir, 
and  this  Unitarian  brother,  seem  to  agree  but  ill  in  your 
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notioiM  of  the  doctrine  of  the  first  ages.  He  thought  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  one  of  the  ancient  connptions  of 
Judaism ;  which^  in  laying  the  foundations  of  Christian- 
ity,  the  heaven-taught  builders^  some  how  or  other^  for- 
got to  do  away  r  yon  have  discovered,  that  every  no- 
tion of  the  Trinity,  whatever  may  be  fancied  with  res- 
pect to  more  ancient  tiroes,  was  obliterated  from  the 
mmds  of  the  Jews,  in  our  Saviour^s  time.*  I  believe, 
Sir,  I  shaU  never  sit  down  to  the  task,  which  you  de- 
sire me  to  undertake, — a  translation  of  the  works  of 
Sishq>  Ball  :t  for  as  ins  argument  is  not  for  the  un- 
learsed,  the  labour  would  be  thrown  away — a  work 
which  might  be  more  generally  edifying,  and  in  which 
I  might  engage^  if  it  were  not  that  I  really  grudge  every 
moment  which  I  give  to  controversy,  would  be,— a  hiur- 
ttony  of  the  Unitarian  divines. 

14.  Tou  will  ask  me,  whence  was  the  offence,  which 
the  ass^on  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  by  my  own  confes- 
sion, gave  the  Jewish  people,  if  divinity  made  a  part  of 
their  own  notion  of  the  Messiah^s  character  ?  I  answer^ 
the  deification  of  the  Messiah  was  not  that  which  gave 
oflf^nce,  but  the  assertion,  that  a  crucified  man  was  that 
divine  person :  and  before  his  crucifixion,  the  meanness 
of  his  birth  gave  an  offence,  less  in  degree,  but  of  the 
same  kind. 

I  am^  &c. 
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wotU.^-^JN^A  iiscatJkd  therefirs  hg  <&6  eonwrtol 
PlatonUts.'^Dr  PriesUefB  argumBnt9f  from  the 
anatogi/  between  Uie  divine  Id^goe  mni  hnman  reason^ 
mnswered. — Hie  archdeacon  ahides  by  hie  aeeertian^ 
ihat  Dr  Priestley  haA  nderepreeented  (he  Platanick 
language^ — The  archdeacon^e  interpretaHan  of  the 
Platonists  rests  not  on  his  oum  conjecture^  but  on  Ike 
authority  of  Jithenagoras. — Confirmed  by  other  an* 
thorities. — Dr  Priestley^s  quotations  from  TertuUian 
considered. — From  Lactantius. 

DEAR  SIR. 

YOU  must  forgive  me,  if  I  confess  to  you^  that  so 
long  since  as  when  I  first  read  your  disquisitions  con- 
earning  matter  and  spirit^  I  formed  no  vei^  high  opinion 
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of  your  learning  in  the  Platonick  philosophy.  What 
gave  me  my  first  suspicion,  as  I  well  remember^  was  a 
surprise  which  you  express^  that  a  certaiu  French  wri- 
ter should  speak  of  the  idea  of  a  drde^  as  itself^  not 
round  ;*  and  of  the  ideas  of  extended  things^  as  not  ex* 
tended.  Tour  apprehension,  that  ideas  ooold  not  ha 
difisible,  unless  they  are  extended  ,t  heightened  nqr 
suspicion,  which  became  something  more  than  suspi-* 
cion^  when  I  found  you  speaking  of  the  soul's  uMd 
of  a  repoBitory  for  her  idea8,X  espedatty  during  deep  ; 
as  if  ideas  were  things  to  be  locked  up,  with  our  china, 
m  a  cupboard.  Dr  Priestley,  I  said  to  myself,  confounds 
ideas  with  the  impressions  of  external  objects^  on  the 
material  sensory :  which  impressions  are,  in  truths  as 
much  external  to  the  mind,  as  the  objects  which  make 
them :  what  pity,  that  he  hath  not  been  more  conversant 
with  the  Platonists !  These  previous  indications,  of  your 
de&dency  in  this  branch  of  learning,  in  some  measure 
pruned  me  for  what  I  was  to  find,  in  your  History  (ff 
its  Phibmophical  Doctrine  concerning  the  $oul ;  inso- 
modi,  that  1  read  your  assertion,  that  *^  Plato's  philoso* 
phy  was  the  oriental  system,  with  very  little  variation,"! 
without  indignation ;  because  1  considered  it,  as  the  re- 
pioach  of  an  enemy,  whom  better  information  might 
make  a  friend.  I  was  indeed  surprised  at  your  want  of 
infmnation  in  this  particular  instance;  because  Mo« 
sheim,  whose  authority  as  an  historian,  you  seem  to 
hold  in  due  respect,  indisposed,  as  he  is  in  general,  to 
be  partial  to  the  Platonists,  hath  however  so  far  done 
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thm  jmlioe,  m  !•  point  ml  tbB>tel  diwuitoM,  m 
itfBC^  akMl^  bitiiMB  the  Mbw  pUloMphj  cf  Fh^ 
•nd  the  cxlKTucuMiat  df  the  GwMrfidu :  whose  nriacl* 
fht  w«m  flnn  ef  tlie.tflBniid  «9it^  Afler  tuiii.  fliii^ 
it  i^vw  MB  M  finpriiB  «t  ally  tiuU  yoa  ahoold  now  $b^. 
mtttf  ^  fhai  U  wu  aBTW  UM^iedf  that  the  three  com*) 
fMenl.  aenben  of  the  PhUonick  .TWnitgr^  aie  either 
oqpal  lo  each  other,  or,  atricUy  apeaking^  one."*  They: 
an^Bh^nowatricilyapeakhig^oiiei  than  any  thing  ia 
lalna  of  wUch  unilj  nay  be  pndkated.  No  one  oC 
ihaai  can  be  aa|i|||oaed  vithont  th^  other  twOi.  The  ae-: 
oond  and  tUnI  beings  the  tgrt  ia  necewarily  aappoaed  ; 
and  the  fliat  (Ay«»9}  beini^  thi^aeDond  and  thinl,  (Nut 
Ic  r Kxir)  mat  CMne  IbalL  OencaBnuig  their  eqaaU^,  I 
wiU  not  apy,  tM  the  PkhnoatahaTe  j^^ 
aanu^  aoenw^ 'iilnch  ihe  Gfariafian  Ih^^  nae;  but 
th^.indnde  thathioe  painqiplea  in  the.  Divine  natnre, 
in  the  r«  e%m ;  and  thb  notion  impliea  the  oame  eqnali- 
tyy  which  we  maintain;  at  the  aame  time  I  confess^  that 
the  circamstance  of  thdr  equality,  was  not  always  strict* 
)y  adhered  to  by  the  younger  Platonistii  for  reasonn 
which  I  have  expkuned.t 

2.  The  want  of  perspicnify,  ia  a  ftntt  in  writings  of 
which  indeed,  Sir,  ycm  are  little  guilfy ;  it  is  the  more 
extraordinary,  that  your  penonifieatian  of  the  Legofl, 
should  not  be  distinctly  understood,  rither  by  myself,  or 
by  my  learned  ally :  for  my  own  part,  I  confess,  1  had 
not  the  least  apprehension,  that  yon  used  the  word  jioi^ 
sanificaitian  in  any  other  than  its  usual  sense  ^  tffl/ in 
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your  reply  to  the  animadvenioiui  of  my  letrned  ally^ 
yoa  distingaished  between  the  personification  of  the 
Ijogosy  which  yoa  impute  to  Jostb^  and  the  eavlier  doc- 
trines of  the  Gnosticks.*    By  personification^  I  had  no 
snspidon  that  you  meant  any  thing  more  than  a  gram- 
viatical  prosopopeia  ;  which  you  seemed  to  think  hiul 
been  used  botti  by  Plato  and  St  John^  in  speaking  U 
the  divine  attribute  of  wisdom.    Certainly,  Sir,  you 
express  yourself  in  your  history,  as  if  you  Uiought,  that 
a  literal  acceptation  of  such  figured  language  was  the 
occasion,  that  a  mere  attribute  was  mistaken  for  a  real 
person,  first  in  the  academy,  and  afterwards  in  the 
church :  and  that  this  error  led  to  another,  still  founded 
on  a  literal  interpretation  of  figurative  expressions :  the 
expressions  in  which  St  John  describes,  as  you  conceive, 
the  extraordinary  degree  in  which  wisdom  and  power 
were  conferred  on  Christ,  being  understood  as  assertions, 
that  Christ  was  that  very  person,  which  was  supposed 
to  have  been  previously  described  by  the  evangelbt,  as 
a  branch  of  the  Divinity.    1  thought.  Sir,  that  you  cou- 
ceived  that  a  mere  grammatical  prosopopeia  had  been, 
in  this  way,  the  first  step  towards  the  deification  of 
Christ :  upon  looking  again  into  the  second  section  of 
your  history,  I  see  no  great  reason  to  be  ashamed  of  my 
vdstake — ^I  believe.  Sir,  that,  without  the  assbtance  of 
the  comment,  which  your  Reply  to  the  Monthly  Re- 
viewer  furnishes,  no  reader  oi  your  \rork  would  disco* 
ver  any  other  meaning  in  your  expressions.    It  seems, 
however,  that  the  word  personification^  is  a  new  term 
ef  theology,  invented  by  you,  for  a  doctrine  wliich  is 
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gi?e  tlMcvBdil«ril1»  ll»  PbiOBitk  flitiMn  t  ite  4m^ 
Mm  (/  ttn  niiiiwilMi  «€  «ii  atMbite  into  a  pmi't 
wbioh WM MippoMd,  JM njy  ligr'ili inl  •dnmlaiyll 
jdtB  phce  ianrdirtiHy  hifttolte  ^/ttftOaa  of  the  warih^ 
MbdbgaftarwMdt'ieatfMtiiiaMteek,  wum^^I* 
fil  elMnilj,  it  lad  to  tie  inMH  daetriM  of  Ike  TVii* 
ty."*  Ths  diHiwIioi-kihMMi  tUi  pwjorticaBna  oT 
llM  Lesoa,  ud  tiw  eMiier  dbelrfMt  oT  AfteMMlkkiy  H 
UnMUy  ttfaifBilMt  ftataM  ll  (he  pwtovfliM  tf 
^foarwolL  liawffiiie  aTjBVljrMktMtlnidMdkf 
'SfOttfMlf,  ii  brifl^jr  Ms.— ThB  ftyritaitwn  «f  Ihe  peraoti 
«r  JeMM  Glirfat  liegui  wkh  te  eHwOck^  Irteidte. 
tftined  flw  pvBOditeiiee  tt  IMhui  mmIi  :  Wlien  flMlr 
■itmn  were  exploded,  tte  |ii  i  li^ih  ■Ifcii  w  m  ■diipOifl  ' 
iiie  Aiiui dodiiM  wm wOnibpaik  16  Wi}  ind  HItm 
after  ell  Iheee,  tliely  froa  iirifMilMealt  iqpn  tt«  lioiN 
trine  <^  penonificafion,  the  praaent  doctrine  of  tibe  Td* 
nity  was  broaght  outf  It  is  a  lieavy  aooisadon  againit 
my  learned  ally  and  me,  Uiat  we  hare  not  saAdently 
attended  to  these  distinctiotts ;  and  tlm  onussions  showa^ 
that  **  we  have  never  formed  a  ri^t  conception  of  whai 
we  andertook  to  exhibit.''^ 

3.  Evny  writer,  mast  be  allowed  to  be  Hbt  best  in. 
terpreter  of  his  own  expressions :  bat  in  the  sense  in 
which  I  am  now  taught  to  understand  the  personifica- 
tion of  the  Logos,'!  cannot  percdve,  Sir,  with  what  pro- 
priety it  is  called  the  first  step  towards  the 
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tf  Ghrist ;  since  the  doctrines  of  the  Gnottickt,  which 
yoa  maintain  to  be  more  ancient,  had,  in  your  judgment^ 
the  same  tendency-— I  am  sometimes  inclined  to  suspecti 
that  yon  ire  apt  yourself  to  fluctuate  between  your  own, 
and  the  vulgar  sense,  of  personification. 

4.  But  although  1  should  allow,  that  I  missed  the 
•ease  of  a  particular  expression ;  I  i^m  not  sensible,  that 
I  misconceived,  or  misrepresented,  your  account  of  the 
ancient  opinions :  you  certainly  make  the  Unitarian  doc* 
trine,  the  general  opinion  of  the  first  Christian^*— In  the 
second  age  you  allow,  that  something  of  divinity  was 
ascribed  to  Christ ;  but  you  think  it  was  a  divini^  of  an 
inferior  kind,  including  neither  necessity,  nor  eternity, 
ef  a  distinct  personal  existence :  I  therefore  misrepre* 
tented  not  the  great  outline  of  your  work,  when  I  said, 
fliat  the  first  race  of  Christians  were,  in  your  opinion. 
Unitarians  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word ;  the  second, 
Arians  :*  this  is  the  sum  of  your  account,  stated,  not  in 
;yonr  words,  but  in  my  own.  You  complain,  however, 
that  I  ^have  misconceived  your  idea'^f — you  inform 
ne,  that  ^<  the  Platonizing  Christians  were  not  Arians ; 
that  it  is  well  known  that  they  were  not  Arians,  but  the 
orthodox  who  Platonized."]: 

0.  Sir,  I  am  very  sensible,  that  the  Platonizers  of 
the  second  century,  were  the  orthodox  of  that  age — I 
have  not  denied  this :  on  the  contrary,  I  have  endea- 
Toared  to  show,  that  their  Flatonism  brings  no  imputa^ 
tion  upon  their  orthodoxy.  The  advocates  of  the  Ca* 
tholick  faith,  in  modem  times,  have  been  too  apt  to  take 


•  Charge  I.  tec.  1.  \  Lettcii  to  Dr  Hortltr,  p.  S6. 
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kkik^^n'^^  not  only  coDfoM^  bat  I  «uuiU<b 

iui  a  poribct  agrMnenty  bat  such  a  iimi1itade>  ai  vei||i 
4  ooinakia  9ligb^  aiid  aft^ 
tioa  of  the  Oathdick  doctrine,  fimn  ite  conformiiy  to  tip 
MOit  lUDttient  aad  anivenal  tniditiona.  Nor  is  this  tM 
mij  axtfeloy  in  which  heathen  antiqaity,  however  yov 
may  slight  the  argament,  by  the  vesttgos,  which  ate  t» 
teitriced  even  in  idfdalroQs  rites^  of  the  patriaichfil 
Mrfny^aod  the  patriarchal  creed,  bears  its  teBtimony  toi 
imefaUlon.  Ba^  Bir,  I  weU  know,  that  these  FUton^. 
.«0K8  of  the  second  centoiy,  weie  fiur  moie  ancient  tha* 
Arios :  nor  did  I  mean  to  diarge  you  with  the  absordi^ 
at  maintaining  a  contrary  opinion ;  I  thoo^t  tliat  thfi 
aotion  wliich  yon  express,  of  wliat  was  ortliodozy  in  the 
second  centuy,  was conTqredin  a singjle  word ;  when 
It  was  said|  tliat  you  represent  the  Cluistians  of  the 
siDcond  race  as  Artens ;  that  is,  as  Arians  in  belief;  be- 
cause the  divinity  which  you  snppose  to  have  been  ascn- 
bed  by  them  to  Christ,  was  only  of  that  secondary  sor^ 
which  Arius  and  liis  followers,  in  a  later  ag^,  allowed. 
But  to  convict  me  of  an  error  in  this  representation  cf 
your  opinion,  you  now  set  up  a  distinction,  between  the 
i^inions  which  you  would  ascribe  to  the  early  Plato- 
nists,  and  the  Arian  tenets :  *^  The  Logos  of  the  Plato* 
nizers,  you  say,  was  an  attribute  of  the  Father,  and  not 
any  thing  that  was  created  out  of  nothing,  as  the  Arians 
held  Christ  to  have  been,^^*  However,  when  this  dis* 
tinction  hath  served  the  purpose  of  convicting  me  of  one 
error,  it  is  cleared  away  again  to  convict  me  of  another : 
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ibis  Logos  of  the  Pratonisis^  I  am  told^  ^^  was  ori^hally 
nothing  more  than  a  property  of  the  Divine  mind^  which 
assumed  a  separate  personal  character  in  time.^'*  This 
is  the  same  nc^ion  which  is  expressed  in  your  history^ 
in  these  words.  ^^  All  the  early  fathers  speak  of  Christy 
as  not  having  existed  always^  expept  as  reason  exists  in 
mao^  viz.  as  an  attribute  of  the  Deity .'^f  And  the  as-^ 
sumption  of  a  personal  character,  seems  to  be  the  same 
thing,  which  in  your  history  you  call  ^  the  conversion 
of  a  mere  attribute  into  a  thinking  substance  :^'{  indeed^ 
it  is  not  easy  to  conceive,  how  a  personal  character  may 
be  assumed,  otherwise  than  by  being  made  a  person— * 
now,  what  the  difference  may  be,  between  a  making  out 
of  nothing,  and  the  conversion  of  a  mere  attribute  into 
a  substance ;  or  how  a  person  made  out  of  an  attribute, 
may  differ  from  a  person  made  out  of  nothing — I  would 
rather,  Sir,  that  you  than  1,  should  take  the  trouble  to 
explain :  if  this  was  the  difference  between  the  doctrines 
of  the  early  Platonizers  and  the  Arians,  and  this  is  the 
whole  difference  which  you  put  between  them,  they 
might  pass,  I  think,  for  the  same :  and  your  account  of 
the  Platonick  orthodoxy,  was  not  misrepresented  by  me^ 
when  I  said,  that  you  made  it  the  same  thing,  tlie  same 
in  form,  not  in  time,  with  Arianism. 

0.  But,  Sir,  I  maintain,  that  this  is  an  erroneous  and 
injurious  account  of  the  Platonick  Christians :  this  con* 
version  of  an  attribute  into  a  substance,  was  never  taught 
by  them ;  nor  by  any,  except  the  Sabellians,  and  those 
earlier  visionaries  described  by  Justin  Martyr,  wlio 


•  Letters  to  Dr  Honlej,  p.  72. 

j  Hin.  of  ^omip.  p.  43.        ^  SMd.  p.  40. 


iBigjbed  ieeutotttl  imIwIimw  aai  tlwwiqplMiM  tf  Ihm 
Dhftee  Logos  s  ^  wUdi  efpiaim  (jw  mj)  wm  m4  ymf 
lUMto  ftoBo  ike  ITniiafian  docMte.'^  I  ui  happff 
Bir^  to  be  ioiinna  hj  jM,  Oitl  Ite  Viteiu  AmMm 
appmckotiD  iipfadoiii  oevjoloriMft  %^1  ihom^t^  dMili 
fcictoarrf  oijiterieo,  li>dbeattiiip«ttori«i^^ 
daliiNii  I  now  Ind,  that  wwo  I  efw  jb  tan  Uailuiu^ 
IdiODldliaTe  nyoterioo  to digool :  wmimpMmmmk 
taohttd  for  mj  HigbtHiomt  I  wttly  thowiko^  idhoMlt 
iqr  eiMdf  in  wkich  I  know  no  mttoqr  to  ke  conpuaA 
wMi  fldi  notfoi^  oTo  flung  wkMi«ogp1io  itponon»  and 
noponon^  bj  Ita  nnd  ilnrta.    Bb>  tw  aoy  pwwInoHfln  cl 

•kmal^  oT  an  nttrikate  into  a  IktokiBg  ankofaom  |  lalill 
SMuntainy  fkaly  wnn  tko  Iking  MMi^^ 
irm  likrij  toko  fkekot  to  adopt ik»k«onaoon€iMto4 
Iiogoo^  to  noe  my  fanaor  t  Kpomto^i  kail .  koan  no  kaa 

an  abrardily  in  the  aoadoBiji  than  it  ia  an  iapMy  in  flm 
eharch :  and  the  notion^  that  thia  doctrine  tocA;  its  rioo 
among  the  Platonioto,  betraya  an  onttre  ignorance  ^  the 
genuine  principles  of  their  ochooL'^t 

7.  Ton  tell  mtf  that  <<  I  diacofor  in  these  animadver- 
sions,  a  total  ignorance  of  what  yon  have  asserted.—* 
That  you  have  nowhere  8aid>  that  either  tlie  Flatonist% 
or  the  Platonizing  Ohristians^  held,  that  the  Logos  was 
created,  or  that  it  had  ever  not  existed.''|  What  then 
have  yon  said  ?  Ton  said  in  yoor  History^  that  <*  All 
the  early  fathers  speak  of  Obrist,  as  not  having  existed 


■■  ■  ^ 
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always,  except  as an  attribute  of  the  Deity  :'^«  that 

they  taught  <^  the  conversion  of  this  attribute  into  a  sub- 
stance^'t — and  what  is  it  you  say  now  ?  You  say  now 
that  the  Platonizing  Christians  held^  thai  ^^  whereas 
the  Logos  was  originally  nothing  more  than  a  proper^ 
of  the  Divine  mind,  it  assumed  a  separate  personal 
character  in  time/'j:  Be  pleased,  Sir,  to  explain  the 
diflforence  between  this  conversion  of  attribute  into  sub* 
staocei  OT  property  into  person,  and  a  creation  out  of 
nothings 

8.  Ton  admit,  however,  that  the  eternity  of  the  Logos 
was  a  doctrine  of  Platonism :  but  yon  attempt  to  as* 
•ign  a  reason,  why  the  converted  Platonists,  when  they 
entered  into  the  church,  must  have  parted  with  tlu« 
opinion :  ^  the  Logos  (you  say)  of  the  Platonists,  had| 
in  their  (pinion,  always  had  a  personal  existence,  be* 
caose  Plato  supposed  creation  to  have  been  eternal ;  but 
this  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  Platonizing  Christians, 
who  held,  that  the  world  was  not  eternal  $  and  thefore, 
retaining  as  much  of  Platonism,  as  was  consistent  with 
that  doctrine,  they  held,  that  there  was  a  time  when  the 
Father  was  alonsy  and  without  a  Bon.'^R  Sir,  if  I 
thought  proper  to  deny  your  assertion,  that  Plato  sup« 
posed  creation  to  have  been  eternal ;  it  would  require 
much  more  skill  in  the  Platonick  philosophy,  than  is  to 
begotten  at  second  hand,  from  modem  authors,  who 
pretend  to  give  an  account  of  it,  to  confute  the  proof 
which  I  might  bring  to  the  contraiy,  from  Plato^s  own 
writings.  But  as  the  younger  Platonists  generally,  held 


■» ' 
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the  eternity  of  creation ;  and  Plato,  in  some  parts  of  iii» 
writings,  seems  to  favour  that  opinion,  notwithstanding 
what  he  says  to  the  contrary  in  the  Timsos ;  £  shall 
take  no  advantage  of  the  nm^ertainty  of  yonr  assumption : 
indeed,  it  would  be  sufficient  for  yonr  purpose,  were 
your  argument  sound  in  other  parts,  that  the  opinion  of 
the  world's  eternity  was  current  in  that  school,  in  which 
the  Christian  Platonists  were  trained,  and  was  probably 
entertained  by  them  all,  before  their  conversion :  still 
your  conclusion  will  not  stand,  unless  you  can  prove^ 
that  the  Platonists,  whether  Ghristian  or  Pagan,  held 
the  Logos  to  be  a  part  of  the  world,  or  thought  the  eter- 
nity of  the  Logos,  a  consequence  only  of  the  world's 
eternity ;  whereas,  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  of  these 
principles  would  have  been  allowed,  even  by  those  Pla« 
tonists  who  deemed  the  world  eternal.  The  eternity  of 
the  world  seemed  to  them,  a  consequence  of  that  eternal 
activity,  which  they  ascribed  to  the  Deity ;  that  is,  to 
the  three  principles  of  Goodness  [T*<xyoe3^or],  Intelli- 
gence [Nhc],  and  Vitality  ['Fvx*']  •  ^^^  chiefly  to  the 
two  last :  for  to  the  first  principle,  they  ascribed  indeed 
an  activity,  but  of  a  very  peculiar  kind ;  such  as  might 
be  consistent  with  an  undisturbed  immutability.  He 
acts,  jiAivuf  if  \oLv%  iSuj  by  a  simple  indivisible  unvaried 
energy ;  which  as  it  cannot  be  broken  into  a  multitude 
of  distinct  acts,  cannot  be  adapted  to  the  variety  of  ex- 
ternal things ;  on  which  therefore  the  First  Good  acts 
not,  either  to  create  or  to  preserve  them,  otherwise  than 
through  the  two  subordinate  principles.  The  eternal 
activity  therefore  of  the  Deity,  and  by  consequence,  the 
existence  of  Intellect  and  the  vital  principle,  in  which 
alone  the  Divine  nature  is  active  upon  external  things, 
was  necessary  in  this  system  to  the  eternity  of  the  world ; 
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and  ihifl  eternal  activity,  was  sapposed  to  be  the  conse- 
qnence  of  that  goodness  of  the  Deity^  which  could  not 
aoffer  that  to  be  dehtyed^  which,  because  he  hath  done 
it,  appears  to  be  fit  to  be  done :  the  world  therefore, 
however  the  fact  may  actually  be,  might  or  might  not 
have  been  eternal :  if  it  hath  been  eternal,  it  hatti  beea 
such,  not  by  its  own  nature,  but  by  the  choice  of  a  free 
agent,  who  might  have  willed  the  contrary.  But  intel- 
lect and  the  vital  principle,  have  been  eternal  by  neces- 
sity, as  branches  of  the  divinity — these  therefore  must 
have  been  eternal,  even  if  the  world  had  never  been, 
although  the  world  could  not  be  without  them;  and 
this,  upon  the  principles  of  those  philosophers,  who 
deemed  the  world  eternal.  The  converted  Flatonists^ 
therefore,  when  upon  the  authority  of  revelation,  they 
discarded  the  notion  of  the  world's  eternity,  would  not 
find  themselves  obliged  to  discard  with  this  the  eter- 
nity of  Intellect,  or  the  Logos :  for  that  stands  upon 
another  ground,  and  is  indeed  eternity  of  quite  another 
kind, 

9.  Bat  whatever  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  do,  you 
are  confident  of  the  fact,  that  the  eternal  existence  of  the 
Logos,  as  a  person,  is  a  notion  which  was  discarded  by 
the  Christian  Platooists,  when  they  became  Christian. 
Your  proof  is  drawn  from  the  analogy  which  some 
of  them  imagined  between  the  Divine  Logos,  and  the 
reason  of  the  human  soul,  or,  between  the  Logos  and 
human  speech ;  and  from  the  doctrine  of  the  conver- 
sion  of  an  attribute  into  a  substance,  which  you  per- 
suade  yourself,  they  deliver  in  the  most  unequivocal 
language. 

10.  ''  That  the  Logos  of  the  Father,  the  same  that 
constituted  the  second  person  in  the  Trinity,  exactly 
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conwpmded  to  the  Logos,  or  reason,  or  word  of  mu^ 
WM  the  Mea  of  Athanatias  himself  :"*  in  proof  of  this 
assertion^  you  bring  a  passage  from  Athanasius^  im 
which,  to  prevent,  as  it  should  seem,  a  conclusion  which 
the  unwary  m^t  draw  from  the  agreement  of  the  name^ 
instead  of  the  exact  correspondence  which  you  may 
imagine;  he  shows  the  great  difference  between  the 
Divine  Logos  and  human  speech.  Tertullian,  in  a  pas« 
sage  cited  in  your  history^f  sets  up  something  of  an 
analogy  between  the  Divine  Logos  and  the  human 
reason :  this  analogy,  if  I  mistake  not,  hath  been  pur- 
sued by  the  schoolmen,  with  iheur  peculiar  subtlety ; 
and,  as  fSeur  as  it  obtains,  is  well  explained  by  the  learn* 
ed  Dr  Gharles  Leslie,  in  his  dialc^es,  entitled,  T%a 
Socinian  Contravergy  di$cu88ed  :  Tertullian,  to  prevent 
the  very  conclusion  which  you  draw  from  this  analogy, 
ttat  the  Logos  was  at  some  time  or  another  a  mere  at- 
trfliute,  remarks,  that  nothing  empty  and  unsubstantial 
can  proceed  from  God  ;  for  the  Divine  nature,  admitting 
neither  quality  nor  accident,  every  thing  belonging  to 
it  must  be  substance.  This  argument  is  ably  stated  in 
the  work  just  mentioned,  the  dialogues  of  the  learned 
Dr  Leslie. 

11.  For  the  conversion  of  an  attribute  into  a  sub- 
stance,  I  abide  by  my  assertion,  that  it  is  the  offspring 
of  your  own  imagination,  and  can  only  have  arisen  fi*om 
a  misapprehension  of  the  language  of  the  Platonick 
fathers  :  it  is  true,  that  they  speak  of  the  Son's  gener- 
ation as  taking  place  at  a  particular  time^  as  commen- 


*  Leiten  to  Dr  Uorslej,  p.  C9. 
f  llitt  of  Corrup.  p.  39. 


ring  indeed  with  the  areatiiHi :  Bat  by  fhit  geiienu 
tion,  they  understood  not  any  beginning  of  his  personal 
existence,  but  the  projection  of  his  ener^es ;  the  dii* 
play  of  his  powers,  in  the  production  of  external  subi% 
stances. 

IS.  Tou  reply,  <^  that  any  mere  external  display  tf 
powers  should  ever  be  termed  generation,  is  so  impro- 
bable, from  its  manifest  want  of  analogy  to  any  thing 
that  ever  was  called  generation  before  or  since,  that 
inch  an  abuse  of  words  is  not  to  be  supposed  of  these 
writers,  or  of  any  person,  without  very  positive  proof; 
and,  in  this  case,'^  you  say  to  me,<^  you  advance  noth- 
ing but  a  mere  conjecture,  destitute  of  any  thing  that 
can  give  it  a  colour  of  probability.'^*  This  sentence^ 
Sir,  only  finishes  the  proof,  if  it  was  before  defective,  of 
yoor  incompetency  in  the  subject  It  shows,  that  yoa 
have  so  little  acquaintance  with  Platoaism,  that  your 
mind  cannot  readily  apprehend  a  Platonick  notion, 
when  it  is  clearly  set  before  you :  what  you  take  for 
viy  mere  conjecture,  is  the  express  assertion  of  Athena^ 
goras,  in  the  very  passage  which  you  have  quoted :  and 
Athenagoras,  I  should  think,  might  be  a  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  his  own  meaning — ^he  says,— that  the  Son  was 
called  the  Son,  as  being  the  first  offspring  of  the  Father 
— not  because  he  was  ever  made,  but  because  he  went 
forth  to  act  upon  material  substances.!  He  explains 
the  generation  of  the  Son,  by  declaring  first  what  it 
signifies  not ;  then,  what  it  signifies.  A  making,  it  sigr 
ntfies  not :  a  going  forth^  according  to  Athenagoras,  it 
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riiiiiirn  TlMl|b|» ijwiwrim oC Hm Btn  df  0od  it 
lnmHii>H%IP#W»r  wIM  a  0«wnliaimritthud]gr 
lit  ilmiwa  iiiihwugwrU  4eelHM  whit  1m  uateitfMi 
ty  tfn  IgWWt  ip44h»lrtMpnMtiiwhicklwpatoa|M| 
H^tenu  to  Inro  been  geaenl  uiioiig  the  writenidih 
«MM4«llMNiMi»e  idimil-ri^t  xMli not  hovover  npooi 
tip  ef»vfclv«k  Ink  iipw.  hb  tntkorilir  $  flio  inl^  Sil 
|»  ImI  ki  ii%^tf  yoa  ewwot  poratiTo  Us  aMoii^tiiko* 
tl  |i  fwiwod  in  ow  ow»-lnpi^gBii  Ton  olijoe*,  a  waal' 
•r  4M(>V»  MWieA  iho  IgoN^  mi  tko  thins  vlrislkii 
^^PUpoioaAo  nyfWMit;  iUi,  i  tltfaik,  vith  on  UaitN 
liVH  4ioidi  tio  ^  a  dl^  <Age«tian ;  dnoo  flia  wMi 
lli«a«C»«r  <|»  Nov  Tiwtiinontj  in  their  ^w  of  i^H 
pado  np.o(  liuei^  in  which  anakgr  ii  muitiogt  M 

Hn  wort  gwmUhn^  wIm  it  li  anplMtoitfio  ei««r 

in  Scriptiiicr{  but  in  what  leMe  it  wm  accopM  b j  tto 
Platooiung  Cbriitii^:  I  afflraiy  upon  the  authority  cf 
Athenagorasy  that  it  waa  undentood  by  them,  wh«i 
they  speak  cf  it  as  taking  plaoe  at  a  certain  time^  net 
of  a  be^nning  of  the  Bon's  existence,  bnt  of  a  display 
of  his  powwi :  to  confate  tins  assertiooi  instead  of  criti* 
cal  reasoning  npon  the  propriefy  of  the  language,  yon 
aiQst  produce  sone  betlear  anthoriiy  npon  your  own 
side,  than  that  of  Athenagoras»  whose  testimony  is  ex- 
press and  fall,  on  mine. 

ISo  Bat,  for  the  sense  whkh  these  Flatonists  pnt 
npon  the  word  gnemlioD,  I  am  not  solicitous  to  defend 
it—I  have  spoken  of  it  in  my  Charge  as  a  conceit ;  and 
I  have  spoken  of  die  attempt,  to  put  a  determinate  sense 
npon  a  figurative  expression,  of  which  no  particular 
exposition  can  be  drawn  from  boly  writ,  as  highly 
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preramptaom  ^  still,  Sir,  the  Fktoidtts  aw  Bet  with- 
out a  defence,  against  what  ym  have  foand  to  object 
to  the  propriety  of  the  expreraliHi,  in  the  sense  in 
which  they  onderstand  it— Yon  say  to  me,  ^  Since 
tocording  to  your  hypothesis,  the  Logos  was  always 
an  intelligent  person,  he  most  have  exerted  hb  Intel- 
lectoal  faculties,  in  some  way  or  other  from  all  eter- 
nity, as  much  as  the  Father  himself  :"t  It  b  true.  Sir. 
But  it  was  not  an  exertion  of  hb  faculties  tn  same  wag 
or  oAsr,  but  the  first  exertioQ  of  fliem  on  external  things, 
that  the  Flatonick  fathers  nnderstood  by  generation. 
Thb  was  the  exertion  in  which  the  Son  came  forth. 
Before  this,  he  energized  only  within  himself :  he  lay^ 
is  it  were,  nnbsoed  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father.  Toa 
^  on——  ^  was  the  exertion  of  the  faculties  of  the  Fa- 
ther in  the  creation  of  the  world,  ever  called  a  genera- 

Mon  of  the  Father? and  yet,  according  to  you,  thb 

Unguage  must  have  been  equally  proper  with  respect 

to  the  Father."]: Not  according  to  me.  Sir.    I  hold 

with  the  Platonists,  that  the  Father's  faculties  are  not 
taerted  on  external  things,  otherwise  than  through  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost :  these  two  persons  being,  as  it 
were,  the  two  faculties,  in  which  alone  the  Bivine  nature 
b  actiye  on  created  things :  although  I  approve  not  the 
attempt  to  determine  the  meaning  of  a  figure,  which  the 
holy  Scriptures  leave  undetermined  $  yet  I  cannot  allow, 
that  the  language,  in  that  interpretation  of  it  which  I 
ascribe  to  the  Platonists,  is  as  improper  of  the  Son  as  it 
Would  be  of  the  Father :  I  perceive  indeed  no  impro* 


•  Charge  IV.  iec.  (J. 
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V  !«,  aUU;  I  vpiilltaiib  liMt  thBthiiig  in  qoMliHi  ^ 
it  fluipwyijiiy  «<: tapvopoiif  if  u  aproMiiMiit  M^ 

«KliiB  wrilHi;itwtn  tudlaisto  MnHwUte  anthoiir 
lilMtbst  irtlitiiB|^,iMiiwNqr  of  AAewimui  la  ml 
■dkieB^I  wjffliKodiioetiirojMns  to  om  of  wUchj^  a| 
ksaty  J  especi  thiift  yoo  wfll  pigr  mmm  vegvd,  becaaw- 
ift  li  9V1D  by  hinticlu,  TIm  tnt,  k  that  of  CoMlMt 
l^pviha  Oieati  tlit  Mqmor  «aj  te  audMed  aoMg 
fta  Phhwiring  OhriattMa  |  hMuyni  wjot  hi^ve  yoiii^ 
•dfobierfedthealkgotllM  anlboii^  of  Phto^  in  np- 
foft  of  the  Oftthilkdc  doGliiiiB:  MW.C^^  tht 
|B«Mt»  jg  hit  ephfle  to  the  MiooMwdtMWf  written  afto( 
jihe  Nioene  coppdly.itfee  tt$fm  M|iifiiiMi  ^  he  w«9 
^nfotton,  V  i»|^  hiMBitf  oum  telh  (bdng  evw 
m  in  the  Father)  for  the  aildBg  to  order  of  the  thinga 
which  were  made  by  him.''*  Here  the  emperor  ex- 
pounda  generation^  by  coming  forth :  he  thinka^  *^  that 
he  came  forth/'  the  more  aignificant  expresnoo  :  and  lio 
Mserta  the  eternal  coexiatence  of  the  Son  and  Father. 
The  other  teatimony,  on  which  I  should  more  rely  fcNr 
your  conviction^  if  I  could  hope  that  any  testimony 
might  produce  it,  ia  that  of  Arius  the  baN-eamrch^  and 
the  priests  and  deacons  of  his  faction.  In  their  common 
letter  to  Alexander^  bishop  of  Alexandria,  (the  aeat  you 
know  of  the  Platonick  achool,}  stating  what  they  be^ 
lievedi  and  what  they  diabeliered;  among  the  artU 
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dM  which  ttiey  disbelieved  is  this:  ^^that  the  Son^ 
previously  existing,  was  afterwards  begotten  :"*  And  it 
is  remarkable,  that  this  stands  last  in  a  list  of  articles 
<rf  disbelief.  In  the  preceding  articles,  their  disbelief  is 
justified,  by  a  reference  of  the  rejected  propositions  to 
certain  hereticks,  as  the  first  authors  of  them,:  of  one  to 
Valentinus,  of  another  to  Manes,  and  another  to  SabeU 
lins :  but  this  article,  is  not  referred  to  any  heretick  ; 
wluch  argues  that  they  were  conscious,  that  this  was 
the  opinion  of  the  church :  it  is  true,  they  immediately 
subjoin,  fliat  ^^  Alexander  himself,  had  often  publickly 
declared  against  those  who  introduced  such  things ;''  as 
if  this  had  keen  one  of  the  thinga,  which  Alexander  con- 
demned :  but  the  falsehood  of  this  insinuation  appears, 
from  another  epistle  of  Arius  to  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia, 
to  whom  as  a  friend,  the  heretick  may  be  supposed  to 
write  without  art  or  disguise.  In  this  epistle  he  men- 
tions the  proposition,  <*  that  the  Son  is  coexistent  with 

God,  without  generation,^'!  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^he  articles  of 
Alexander's  puLlick  doctrine,  to  which  he  could  not 
give  assent.  You  will  find  both  these  epistles,  in  £pi« 
phanius's  account  of  the  Arians. 

Iff.  From  these  testimonies  it  is  indisputable,  that 
the  early  Platonists,  by  the  generation  of  the  Son,  when 
they  speak  of  it  as  taking  place  at  a  particular  time, 
understand  not  any  beginning  of  his  existence :  and  it 
appears  that  it  was  the  language  of  the  orthodox,  at  the 
time  of  the  Nicene  council,  that  the  existence  of  the 
fion^  was  prior  to  his  generation,  and  independent  of  it ; 


t  ftsd  m  fitffltMJ  nnBU 
nrtrtwwB  ii  qhmbgM  wiili  <IM^ 

MMliiiiilvlB  '^ttMHhftt' flrtr  WMht  4ht  ^mw^iy  •( 

tii<i#l> <* l>it tt» taiiily rf Urn  mid  wMj^wftwto^ 

tlWi»iiaft  ■•>»  Jit  liflwlt  J5^^ 

^^^Ali^w  MWy  8liv  fMftee  uoftir  pUfcga  of  Itew 

liNliliRtopwM  ^Imr  iMj  tta  PlitettbiDB  Gbii^ 

#lMri«M  «r 0»  iriM  Logoi t^t  iMttte  fMnge^  in^ 
ilM  tfplNlftag  llrib'ittiid^  Oluifc 

^  apply  this  8Uie  nane  io  a  penoB ;  even  to  tlie  Maker  of 
Ui6  UfiiveiTC. 

17.  Tcm  call  upmim  to  eonnider  also  a  passage  dtod 
in  your  History^  from  Lactantias,  whose  orthodoxy^  yo* 
IbU  me^  I  cannot  qnestton^f  Bir^  yon  are  not  BM>re  in* 
toecnrate  in  your  citations  from  the  ancients^  than  nnfor. 
tonate  in  your  divinations  abmit  the  principles  of  your 
eontemperarieSf  atid  the  concessions  which  they  will  be 
filing  to  make  to  yon :— the  orthodoxy  of  Lactantios  I 
shall  question,  I  shall  deny :  he  had  not  perhaps  the 
dispositions  of  an  heretick — ^he  did  not  set  himself  to 


*  Vol.  I.  p.  98-^10.  t  Lettento  Dr  nmnkf,  p.  97. 
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oppwe>  what  he  knew  to  be  the  approved  doctrine  of  the 
ebnrch— bat  his  talent  was  eloquence^  which  he  posses- 
sed in  a  high  degree^  and  his  learning  was  in  mytholo- 
^cal  ant^nity:  in  philosophy,  his  information  was 
small ;  in  divinity,  he  was  a  child :  the  common  places 
of  mmli^  and  natural  religion,  he  touches  with  ele- 
gance ;  and  he  inveighs  against  the  Pagan  superstition^ 
JB  a  masterly  strain :  but  in  his  attempt  to  philosophize^ 
or  to  expound  articles  of  faith,  he  is  contemptible : — ^in 
the  seventh  chapter  of  his  first  book,  he  ascribes  a  be- 
gaamg  to  the  existence  of  the  eternal  Father — ^no  won- 
der then,  that  he  should  ascribe  a  beginning  to  the  Son's 
existence :-— you  are  welcome,  Sir,  to  any  advantage 
joa  may  be  able  to  derive,  from  the  authority  of  such  a 
writer. 

18.  I  persuade  myself  I  have  now  shown,  that  your 
cbjectiou  to  the  Gatholick  doctrine,  founded  on  its  sup- 
posed Flatanism,  and  your  argument  for  what  I  shall 
call  the  Arianism  of  the  Platonizers  from  Athenagoras^ 
are  well  entitled  to  the  places  which  they  hold  among 
my  specunens  of  insufficient  proof,  of  which  the  (me  is 
the  sixth,  and  the  other  the  eighth  in  order* 

lam^  ko. 


* 
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r  OF  all  Mj  riae  ipediiii  «f  iwwBciBat  pioo^  •6'* 
keted  finnUMlkrtbMk  «r  yMfBi^  Itfth  ii 
Ihe  mdj  one,  about  which  any  dodbi  ii  likdy  to  renuua 
(except  with  yoanelf)  that  it  was  properly  alleged :  for 
the  seventh  and  the  ninths  you  give  up ;  and  the  other 
six  have  been  considered. 

S.  My  ftfth  specimen^  was  yoor  misrepresentation  of 
Bnsebios,  a  writer  of  acknowledged  veradfy  and  can- 
door,  whom  yon  veiy  rashly  chaige  with  inconsistency, 
and  even  with  nnfkimess ;  because,  in  his  account  of 
Theodotns  the  hsresiaich,  who  appeared  at  Rome  about 
the  year  190,  he  cites  another  writer,  who  says,  that 
this  Theodotos  was  the  first  who  taught  the  mere  ha« 
aanity  of  Christ;  whereas  it  appears  from  his  own 
history,  that  the  Ebionites,  who  held  the  mere  human- 
ity of  Christ,  were  far  more  ancient  than  Theodotus. 
Admitting  the  antiquity  of  the  Ebionites,  I  maintain, 
that  Eosebius  is  so  easily  reconciled  with  the  author 
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whom  he  cites^  that  the  difference  between  tbenii  it  no 
jast  groand  to  tax  the  veracity  of  either.  It  is  yery  cerw 
iaio.  that  Theodotus  maintained  the  mere  hnmanity  of 
Christ  in  the  grossest  sense :  in  tliat  gross  and  shocking 
sense^  in  which  it  is  at  this  day  taught  by  yourself  and 
Mr  Lindsey :  It  b  not  certain  that  the  £bioniteS|  beforo 
Theodotus,  had  gone  further  than  to  deny  our  Lord's 
original  divinity :  they  probably^  like  Socinos;  admitted 
some  unintelligible  exaltadon  of  his  nature  after  hii 
tesurrection^  which  rendered  him  the  object  of  worship ; 
if  this  was  the  case,  Theodotus  might  justly  claim  the 
honour  of  being  the  first  assertor  of  our  Lord'A  humani* 
tjy  being  indeed  the  first  who  made  humaniQr  the  whole 
ei  his  condition  :  by  this  very  natural  suppositioni  thai 
the  Ebionites  were  Unitarians  of  a  milder  sort  than 
Theodotus,  Eusebius  might  have  been  reconciled  with 
himself,  had  it  been  his  own  assertion,  that  Theodo- 
(as  was  the  first,  who  taught  the  mere  humanity  of 
OhrisL* 

8.  But  this  is  not  the  assertion  of  Eusebius,  but  of 
another  writer  cited  by  Eusebius  :  now,  since  Theodo- 
tus broached  his  heresy  at  Rome,  it  b  very  probable, 
that  the  writer  cited  by  Eusebius  was  a  Roman,  and 
that  he  treated  of  the  state  of  religion  in  the  western 
church,  and  especially  at  Rome,  where  Theodotus  was 
probably  the  first,  who,  in  any  sense,  taught  the  mere 
humanity  of  Christ.! 

4.  Tou  tell  me,  in  your  eighth  letter,  that  the  differ- 
ence which  I  put  between  Theodotus  and  Ebion,  is  ad- 


♦  See  CIiHigc  I.  »cc.  1«.  t  Sc^  Charje,  p.  iS. 
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▼anced  opon  my  own  aothorify  :*  trolj,  Sir^  I  think 
that  a  suppoflition,  which  reconcilea  a  writer  of  estab- 
lished credit  with  himself^  or,  which  is  nearly  the  same 
things  with  another  writer  whom  he  cites  with  appro- 
bation^  vhonld  need  no  great  authority  to  support  it ; 
nnless  it  be  contrary  to  known  fact,  in  which  case  in- 
deed no  authority  might  support  it,  or  in  itself  impro- 
bable :  Now,  Bir,  can  you  prove,  that  Christ  was  not 
worshipped  by  the  original  Ebionites  ?  Can  you  prove 
this,  I  would  ask,  by  explicit  evidence  ?  For  as  for  that 
kind  of  proof,  in  which  you  so  much  delight,  which  is 
drawn  by  Abstract  reasoning  from  general  and  precari* 
ous  maxims ;  it  is  of  no  more  significance  in  hbtory, 
than  testimony  would  be  in  mathematicks ;  to  think  to 
demonstrate  a  fact  by  syllogism,  is  not  less  absurd^  than 
to  go  about  to  establish  a  geometrical  theorem  by  an 
affidavit :  excuse  me,  if  I  insist  upon  the  difference,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  between  historick  certainty  and 
scientifick  truth:  I  apprehend,  an  inattention  to  this 
distinction  hath  misled  many,  and  hath  been  the  cause 
of  much  fruitless  labour  in  many  subjects.  Scientifick 
truth  can  only  be  established  by  abstract  reasonings- 
testimony  can,  in  science,  produce  nothing  more  than 
probability — in  history,  it  is  quite  the  reverse ;  abstract 
reasoning  can  never  go  beyond  a  probability :  proof 
must  arise  from  evidence :  and  the  reason  of  this  is  plain 
— the  principles  of  scientifick  truth  are  all  within  the 
mind  itself :  the  truths  of  history,  are  the  occurrences  of 
the  external  world :  neglecting  this  necessary  distinc- 
tion, the  great  Berkley  questioned  the  existence  of  the 


•  Letierg  to  Dr  Horslcy,  p.  103. 
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material  worlds  because  he  foand  it  incapable  of  demon* 
atrafion  $  and  I  have  known  many  seek  a  confinnation 
of  geometrical  theorems  from  experiment  Now  to  re* 
tarn  to  my  subject :  have  yon  evidence^  for  that  is  the 
only  proof  to  which^  in  this  case^  the  jadiclmis  will 
attmd ;  have  you  evidence^  that  Christ  was  not  wor- 
shipped by  the  Ebionites  ?  If  yon  liave  none,  my  sop* 
position  is  not  contrary  to  known  fact :  is  it  in  itself 
improbable^  since  all  innovations  have  a  progress,  and 
the  divinity  of  Christ  was  the  belief,  and  the  worship  of 
Olurist  the  practice,  of  the  first  ages,  that  presumptuous 
men  would  begin  to  question  the  ground,  on  which  his 
right  to  worship  might  be  thought  to  stand,  before  they 
abandoned  the  worship  to  which  they  had  been  long 
liabitnated  ?  Hath  not  this  been  the  progress  of  the  cor- 
tuption  (you  will  call  it  reformation,  but  I  must  speak 
my  own  language)  in  later  times  P  Socinus,  although  he 
denied  the  original  divinity  of  our  Lord,  was  neverthe- 
less  a  worshipper  of  Christ,  and  a  strenuous  assertor  of 
liis  riglht  to  worship :  it  was  left  to  others  to  build  upon 
the  foundation  which  Socinus  laid ;  and  to  bring  the 
Unitarian  doctrine  to  the  goodly  form,  in  which  the  pre- 
sent age  beholds  it. 

9.  But,  Sir,  my  supposition  is  not  only  free  from  im- 
probability ;  it  is  highly  probable :  Ebion,  in  his  notions 
<rf  the  Redeemer,  as  1  have  already  had  occasion  to 
observe,  seems  to  have  been  a  mere  Cerinthian —  Epi- 
phanius  and  IrenjEus  say,  that  he  held  the  Cerinthian 
doctrine  of  a  union  of  Jesus  with  a  superangelick  being. 
The  Cerinthian  doctrine  was, — ^that  this  union  com- 
menced  at  our  Lord's  baptism ;  was  interrupted  during 
the  crucifixion  and  at  the  time  of  our  Lord's  interment, 
but  restored  again  after  his  resurrection;  and  being 
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restoredi  it  rendered  the  man  Jesos  an  object  of  divint 
bonounu  As  Epiphanins  says  in  general  of  Ebion, 
that  he  held  the  Cerinthian  doctrine  concerning  Chris^ 
without  specifying  parts  that  he  received,  and  partfr  that 
lie  rejected;  the  probability  is,  that  he  received  the 
whole ;  and  of  consequence,  that  he  worshipped  Christ 
as  a  deified  man,  notwithstanding  that  he  denied  his 
original  divinity.  This  supposition  of  mine  hath,  yoa 
see,  a  probability  of  its  own ;  which  is  quite  distinct 
from  that  which  accrues  to  it,  from  its  use  in  reconciling 
Eusebius  with  the  historian  that  he  quotes;  and  is 
founded  on  the  acknowledged  agreement  of  Ebion  with 
Gerinthus. 

6.  For  my  other  supposition,  that  Theodotns  might  be 
the  first  person  who  taught  the  Unitarian  doctrine  at 
Rome,  you  think  it  highly  improbable,  ^'  because  Ter- 
tullian  says,  that  in  his  time,  the  Unitarians  were  the 
greater  part  of  believers  :"*  at  Rome  therefore,  *^  where 
there  was  a  conflux  of  all  Religions  and  of  all  sects,'' 
the  probability  is  little,  that  there  should  be  no  Unitari- 
ans. Sir,  I  will  grant — I  am  liberal,  I  am  sure,  in  my 
concessions — I  will  grant,  that  Rome  swarmed  with  Uni- 
tarians in  the  time  of  TertuUian :  not  for  the  reason  which 
you  assign ;  that  TertuUian  says,  the  Unitarians  were 
the  majority  of  believers ;  for  this  TertuUian  hath  not 
said ;  with  whatever  confidence  you  may  ascribe  to  him, 
the  dreams  of  Zuicker  and  his  credulous  disciples ;  I 
must  take  the  liberty  to  say,  8ir,  that  a  man  ought  to  be 
accomplished  in  ancient  learning,  who  thinks  he  may 


*  Letter*  to  Dr   Ilonfey,  p.  103. — See  also  p.  131;  and  Secood  LelU'W* 
p.  71. 
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Mcape,  with  impanity^  and  wilhoat  detection,  lu  the  at- 
tempty  to  brow-beat  the  world  with  a  peremptory  and 
reiterated  allegation^  of  testimonies  that  exist  not :  but^ 
Sir,  althragh  I  deny  that  Tertullian  says,  thai  the  Uni- 
tariani  were  in  his  time  the  majority  of  believers ;  yet 
I  will  grant,  that  they  were  numerous  at  Rome  in  the 
time  of  Tertullian ;  1  profess  1  know  not  how  numerons, 
or  how  few  they  were ;  but  to  show  the  strength  of  my 
cansei  since  you  are  pleased  to  have  it  so,  let  them  be 
numeroas ;  how  will  their  numbers  affect  my  supposi- 
tion,  that  Theodotus  was  the  first  person  who,  at  Bome, 
tanght  the  Unitarian  doctrine  ?  Might  not  this  be,  al- 
though the  Unitarians  swarmed  at  Rome  in  the  time  of 
Tertullian  ?  Believe  me,  Sir,  it  well  might  be ;  for  the 
times  of  Tertullian,  were  the  very  times  of  Theodotus : 
about  the  year  of  our  Lord  185,  Tertullian  embraced 
Christianity — about  the  year  of  our  Lord  190,  came 
Theodotus  the  apostate,  the  tanner  of  Byzantium^ 
preaclnng  at  Rome  the  doctrine  of  Antichrist 

7«  My  learned  ally  has  a  third  conjecture,  for  the 
reconciling  of  Eusebius  and  his  author.  It  is  by  no 
means  necessary  to  our  argument,  that  either  of  my  sup- 
positions, or  that  his,  or  that  any  particular  conjecture 
which  may  be  made  upon  the  subject,  should  be  brought 
to  a  certainty ;  you  tax  Eusebius  with  want  of  candour 
and  consistency — the  charge  rests  upon  an  assumption, 
that  what  Eusebius  relates  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Ebion- 
ites,  and  what  his  author  aflBrms  of  the  first  assertion  of 
our  Lord's  mere  humanity,  by  Theodotus,  cannot  be  in* 
terpreted  but  in  contradictory  senses :  if  we  have  shown, 
by  a  variety  of  probable  conjectures,  that  the  two  asser* 
tions  admit  consistent  interpretations,  that  each  may  be 
true  in  the  sense  in  which  each  writer  understood  hun- 
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mXtj  witboat  contradiction  of  the  other^  the  whole  evi- 
dence of  your  aocuaatioo  is  demolished,  and  the  charge, 
of  temerity  and  presumption^  lies  heavy  on  yourself,  for 
an  attack  which  yon  cannot  support  with  proof,  upon 
the  character  of  a  grave  and  respectable  historian. 

I  am^  &c 


LBT.  XV.  TO  DB  PBIBSTLST.  j^ 
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In  Reply  to  Dr  Priestley^s  seventh. — The  metaphysical 
iiffietUties  stated  by  Dr  Priestley,  neither  new  nor 
unanswerable. — Difficulties  short  of  a  contradiction, 
no  objection  to  a  revealed  doctrine. — Difficulties  in 
ihe  Arian  and  Socinian  doctrine. — The  Father  not 
the  sole  object  of  worship. — (hir  Lord,  in  what  sense 
an  image  of  the  invisible  Godj  and  the  first-born  of 
every  creature. — J^ot  the  design  of  the  evangelists,  to 
deliver  a  system  of  fundamental  principles. — The 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  rests  on  the  general  tenor  of  the 
sacred  writings. — Hie  inference,  that  Christ  is  not 
God,  because  the  apostles  often  speak  of  him  as  man, 
invalid. — The  inference,  from  the  manner  in  which 
he  sometimes  speaks  of  himself,  invalid. — The  nSttha- 
nasians  of  the  last  age,  no  Tritheists. 

AFTER  the  declaration  which  I  have  made^  that  I 
will  not  enter  into  a  regular  controversy  with  you^  upon 
the  subject  of  the  Trinity ;  you  will  not  wonder,  if  you 
receive  only  a  general  reply  to  some  parts  of  your  sev- 
enth letter.  A  particular  answer  to  the  several  objec. 
tions  which  it  contains^  would  lead  me  into  metaphysical 
disquisitions,  which  I  wish  to  decline,  because,  in  that 
•object  I  foresee,  that  we  should  want  common  principles^ 
and  a  common  language.    The  questions^  which  you 
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propose  in  the  second  and  the  fonrtb  sections  of  this  let* 
ter,  are  not  new^  and  have  been  answered :  bnt  if  they 
were  unanswerable^  what  would  be  the  inference  ?  The 
inference  would  only  be^  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
hath  its  difBculties ;  and  is  it  possible^  that  any  doctrine 
concerning  the  nature  of  the  Deity,  should  be  without 
its  diflb)ullies?  When  the  infinite  distance  is  considered 
between  man  and  his  Maker^  it  seems  reasonable  to 
presume,  that  there  must  be  mysteries,  far  above  the  reach 
of  the  human  understanding,  both  in  the  nature  of  God, 
and  in  the  plan  of  his  government ;  that  the  fullest  dis- 
covery that  could  be  made,  of  God  and  of  his  ways^  to 
the  human  intellect,  must  be  imperfect ;  because,  how- 
ever  perfect  in  itself,  it  could  be  but  imperfectly  appre- 
hended. No  difficulties,  therefore,  short  of  a  contradic- 
tion, can  be  allowed  to  constitute  an  objection,  to  a  doc* 
trine  claiming  divine  original ;  on  the  contrary,  it  should 
rather  seem,  that  to  involve  difficulties,  must  be  one 
characteristick  of  a  divine  revelation ;  and  its  greatest 
difficuliies.  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  lie  in  those 
parts,  which  imineilialely  respect  the  nature  of  God,  and 
the  manner  of  his  existence :  if  you  would  suppose  the 
contrary,  if  you  would  insist,  that  a  divine  revelation, 
being  intended  for  the  general  information  of  mankind^ 
must  be  perspicuous  and  free  from  difficulty ;  1  would 
ask,  is  Christianity  clear  of  difficulties  in  any  of  the 
Unitarian  schemes  ?  hath  the  Arian  hypothesis  no  diffi- 
culty, when  it  ascribes  both  the  first  foimation,  and  the 
perpetual  government  of  the  univei'se,  not  to  the  Deity, 
but  to  an  inferior  being  ?  can  any  power  or  wisdom, 
less  than  the  Supreme,  be  a  sutlicient  ground  for  the 
trust  we  are  I'oiiuired  to  place  in  Providence?  Make 
the  wisdom  and  the  power  of  our  ruler  what  you  pleases 
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•tally  upon  the  Arian  principle^  it  is  the  wisdoiii  and  the 
power  of  a  creature :  where  then  will  be  the  certaiDty^ 
that  the  evil  which  we  find  in  the  world,  hath  not  crept 
in  throng^  some  imperfection  in  the  original  GontrivancOi 
or  in  the  present  management;  since  every  intellect^ 
below  the  first,  may  be  liable  to  error,  and  any  power^ 
short  of  the  supreme,  may  be  inadequate  to  purposes  of 
a  certain  magnitude  ?  But  if  eyil  may  have  thus  crept 
in,  what  assurance  can  we  have,  that  it  will  ever  be 
extirpated  ?  In  the  Socinian  scheme,  is  it  no  diflknilty^ 
that  the  capacity  of  a  mere  man  should  contain  that  wis* 
dom,  by  which  God  made  the  universe  ?  Wliatever  is 
meant  by  ihe  Word  in  St  John's  gospel,  it  is  the  same 
Word  of  which  the  evangelist  says,  that  all  things  Were 
made  by  it,  and  that  it  was  itself  made  flesh :  if  this 
Word  be  the  Divine  attribute,  Wisdom ;  then  that  at- 
tribute, in  the  degree  which  was  equal  to  the  formation 
of  the  universe,  in  this  view  of  the  Scripture  doctrine, 
was  conveyed  entire  into  the  mind  of  a  mere  man,  the 
son  of  a  Jewish  carpenter— 4  much  greater  diflBculty ,  in 
my  apprehension,  than  any  that  is  to  be  found  in  the 
faith.« 


*  Id  r«ply  to  tbii,  Dr  Prieitley  mji  to  me,  in  the  thirteenth  of  his  Seeond 
Letten»  tec.  S.  "Pray,  Sir,  what  Sodniaii  ever  maintiined,  tliat  the  Divioe 
attribete,  Wiadom,  in  the  degree  whieh  was  equal  to  the  Ibrmatioa  of  the  uoi- 
imrwB,  was  eooveyed  entire  into  the  miod  of  Jetot  Christ  ?**  I  saj,  that  St  John 
maintains  it,  if  St  John  was,  what  Dr  Priestley  bcUeTes  him  to  hare  been,  % 
Soeinian.— It  is  maintained  in  the  heginning  of  St  John's  gospel,  if  the  evangeW 
hlft  words  be  expounded  in  the  true  sens*  bj  the  Unitarians  the  Word,  whieli 
was  with  God  from  the  beginning,  aeeording  to  St  John,  was  made  flesh :  If  thf 
Word,  which  was  made  flesh,  was  not  the  same  Word  whieh  was  in  the  begin* 
img  with  God,  by  whieh  all  things  were  made,  thele  is  no  meanbg  in  the  eraa- 
gtHsiTa  words,  literal  or  figurative.  The  Word's  being  made  flesh,  aeaonUng  to 
the  Soeinians,  was  only  a  communieation  of  the  Word  to  the  mind  of  Christ.; 
fhat  was  communieated  to  the  mind  of  Christ  f  that  Word  whkh  Ttt  (Vom  tho 
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IHk  iMWWHMiift  Iln4  k  b  tin  Mie  olyeok  of  ii«i4i^,  ^ 
fliifVilMMM^IimmplM.*  IdwiyUwuiipitlug 
IjEilf  U»  WMipk  «r.at  ataphen,  whoM  l«4Mt  «fi^ 
IIJUR.WM  «dinMMl  te  OhinI:  yw  aUcep,  nife  (4ft 
irildiik  An  cmvplB  •!  «w  Stviwr,  wh»  Wawlf:  pnyii 
^IbB  ViiflMir» «h«  Mithoniiy  of  Oi^)  wait IlpHNi^MiL 

Mintiti  ttMAnnithrr  UMsnttioBfer  ^QioKnumKtuA 

WfnAdy  aiintwii  tp  OluH  Iff  Bi  gtophin  aadtt* 

ciMKcli  I  aKi  tbqr  vho  llwr  is  ^imMm,  whtn  tin  pipit 
•Qpc^raUtioak  establishod^  say  wiftoot  fcnyle,  invo^ 
eata  St  Michael^  St  BaphMl>  St  AJbd^  St  Aliraluu% 
St  Stephen,  St  Sebastian}  aad  all  tha  sainto^  angelick 
and  buman^  Jewish  and  Chriatiani  of  the  B^man  cak 
endar. 

8.  The  text  of  St  Fad  (OoL  L  IS.)  was  produced 
by  me,t  not  as  tha  most  eaiplkit  aasertion  that  may  be 


bqifniiiiV,  wHich  naA%  the  miM    Pir  fdiiaej  ay^  ikh  h  mof»  tliMi  tfit 
UnHuiMU  Wliev€ :  «<«hi«  ve  teitf«  li  tim  •p^tHm  oi^,  of  IIm  imm 

vWopi  whMi  Ibcniad  tjh»  loifens,  ww  iMWuwrttid  lo  OwM."   It  BM^te 
•o.    Far  be  it  from  vt  t*  IHL  Or  AriMliejr^  w  Ut  lhrHlii«%  iritfi  a  1^^ 
thantlifljprGfiBfi}  but  if  HMf  Wliafit  MMora  llMn  Dr  Ptieitlej  intiyt  fiMfi 
9$(kaawMg^ihMf  Mmf  wMh  ie»  than  St  Joha  wwrt»fci  lh>  iMii  ridupai 
of  bb  tiprraiiipa 
*  Vtte  XL  t  8«  Ctef»>  15. 
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firand  in  Scripture^  of  oar  LcMrd'f  divinity :  bttt  u  an 
explicit  assertion^  that  he  is  at  least  someAnng  mnch 
more  than  man,  and  that  the  universe  was  made  by  him. 
If  the  dignity  of  his  nature  were  mentioned.  Only  in  this 
dingle  passage,  or  were  no  where  described  by  hightt 
titles  than  those  which  the  apostle  uses  here ;  ^^  th6 
image  of  the  invisible  God,  and  the  fint-bam  of  eveiy 
oeature/'  divinity  might  seem  more  than  is  implied  in 
them :  bot  when  we  recollect  the  stronger  tzpreiisiDnSy 
which  occur  in  otlier  places ;  in  particular,  St  PanVs 
naertioD,  that  be  was  cmginally  in  the  form  of  God,  of 
winch  he  emptied  himself  to  take  the  form  of  a  servant, 
i«.  of  a  man  ;  and  when  to  all  other  proofs  of  the  high 
d%nity  of  Ids  nature,  we  add  St  John's  explicit  doc^ 
trine  of  his  eternity  and  Godhead ;  it  must  1)0  viiy  evi. 
dent,  that  it  could  not  be  the  intention  of  Bt  Paul^ 
m  this  passage,  to  sink  the  Son  of  God  into  the  rank  of 
a  creature,  or  to  separate  him  from  the  Divine  nature^ 
The  foioe  of  St  PauPs  description,  in  both  its  branches, 
lies  rather  in  the  adjectives,  imrifible  and /rsf-ftoniy 
timn  in  the  substantives,  image  and  creature  /  the  Ibrst 
branch  of  the  description,  that  ^'  he  is  the  image  ni  tht 
invisible  God,"  points  to  a  circumstance,  upon  winch 
the  early  fathers  dwell,  as  one  of  the  principal  person- 
al distinctions ;  that  it  is  in  the  person  only  of  the  Son, 
that  the  glory  of  the  Godhead  can  be  rendered  visible-^ 
Rr  Oodj  in  the  person  of  the  Father,  no  man  hath  seen 
at  amy  time.*  The  Son,  is  therefore  an  image  of  the 
Invisible  Deity ;  not  as  a  likeness  formed  in  a  distinct 
aobstance,  but  as  he,  who,  in  every  instance  of  an  im* 


•  Joh^  i.  18 1  and  tL  46. 
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jnediats  intircoOne  between  God  and  mail,  bath  been 
the  appearing  person**  The  second  branch  of  the  des« 
cription,  holds  out  a  distinction  between  birth  and  area* 
tioDy  which  implies^  that  the  Son's  existence  is  depen- 
dent on  the  Father's^  in  some  other  manner  than  that^  in 
which  any  creature's  existence  is  dependent  on  its  Ma* 
ker's.  Ton  must  know^  that  the  words  in  the  original 
text,  wfifl§\9%H  ^cLvnc  ie7f7M»r«  are  equivalent  to  these: 
i  rix,^  ^f  ^tf'vf  4m6§€9  he  who  VDOM  horn  or  begotten 
before  any  creation^  or  before  any  ihing  woe  mads. 
^<  It  is  observable^  says  Dr  Clarke,  that  St  Fkul  does 
not  here  call  our  Saviour  wftflnrn^wf  wcunK  nlm&Cf  As 
first  created  qf  ail  creaturesy  but  wful^oxcft  vtmic  itlitiwp 
ihe  first  bom  qf  every  creatures  the  first  begotten  be« 
fore  all  creatures.'' 

4.  I  allow,  that  <^  there  is  nothing  that  can  be  called 
an  oceottiit  of  the  divine  nature  of  Christ,  in  the  gospels 
of  St  Matthew,  St  Mark,  or  St  Luke  :"t  But,  every 
one  of  the  gospels  abounds  with  passages,  in  which  it  is 
80  evidently  implied,  that  no  room  is  left  to  doubt,  that 
the  four  evangelists,  bad  but  one  opinion  upon  the  sub- 
ject :  I  cannot  admit  your  position,  that  ^'  each  of  the 
gospels,  was  intended  to  be  a  sufficient  instruction  in 
the  fundamental  principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christian- 
ity ;"j:  nothing  seems  to  have  been  less  the  intention  of 
any  of  the  evangelists,  than  to  compose  a  system  of  fun- 
damental principles — instruction  in  fundamentals,  in 
that  age,  was  orally  delivered ;  the  general  design  of 


•  —  ima^  of  the  invinbic  G§d.  "  A  lively  cleseription  of  th«  penoo  of 
Christ  i  thereby  we  omlerstandy  that  in  him  oolj  God  showeth  liimsclf  lo  bfi 
gccn.'*    Marginal  note,  in  Barker's  quarto  Bible,  I5if9. 
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the  evangelists,  seens  to  have  been  nothing  more  than 
to  deliver  in  writing,  a  simple^  unembelUsbed  narrativa 
of  our  Lord's  principal  miracles ;  to  record  the  occor^ 
fences  and  actions  of  his  life,  which  went  immediately 
to  the  completion  of  the  ancient  prophecies^  or  to  the 
execution  of  the  scheme  of  man's  redemption ;  and  to 
repiter  the  most  interestbg  maxims  of  religion  and 
noralityy  which  were  contained  in  his  discoorses.  The 
principles  of  the  Christian  religion,  are  to  be  collected^ 
neither  from  a  single  gospel,  nor  from  all  the  four  gos- 
pels ;  nor  from  the  four  gospels,  with  the  acts  and  the 
epistles ;  but  from  the  whole  code  of  revelation,  consis* 
ting  of  the  canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testa- 
ment :  and  for  any  article  of  faith,  the  authority  of  a 
tingle  writer,  where  it  is  express  and  unequivocal,  is 
•nfllcient  Had  St  Paul  related  what  he  saw  in  the 
third  heaven,  I  hope.  Sir,  you  would  have  ^ven  him 
impUcit  credit,  although  the  truth  of  the  narrative^  must 
have  rested  on  his  single  testimony. 

0.  T  cannot  however  grant,  that  the  general  tenor  of 
Scripture,  supposes  not  such  a  Trinity  as  I  contend 
for.*  I  contend,  that  your  doctrine  is  what  stands  upon 
particular  texts  ;  while  the  Gatholick  faith,  is  supported 
by  the  general  tenor  of  the  sacred  writings,  and  by  the 
consent  of  those  writings,  in  many  parts,  with  an  uni- 
versal tradition  of  unexplored  antiquity. 

6.  You  ask  me,  "  why  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  if 
it  be  a  truth,  was  not  taught  as  explicitly  in  the  New 
Testament,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Divine  unity,  both  in 
Old,  and  New  P^'f  and  you  say,  *'  that  many  passages  in 


*  lAVbtn  to  Dr  Horf!ey>  p.  17.  Ibid.  p.  9S: 
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nm  ofit  fhpil^iiy  b«f(m  I  oia  fntuA  to  peicaivt) 
vliat  ji  radiMr  to  yW|  that  yea  ftiuak  that  I  caaaol 
4«f  it,  ^^tbat  Aa  doctriiia  of  the  Trilufy,  looks  like  ait 
ii(lfi«g^nent  df  the  im^ 

,^,  The  a^^MMtnt  ooataiaed  ia  the  aeventh  aectum  oC 
your  aeveath  letteri  aplita,  I  thiak,  into  three,  resting 
en  (he  three  diflhreat  aeeomptiona.  The  apostles,  bath 
U|:^  book  of  Acts,  and  in  their  epistles,  asualljr  call 


*  Lttten  to  Dr  Horriey,  p.  93. 

t  T#^>«|3ii»i|^MM9«»««,3i;|tf  «riift«i»x«i»wf  tMmm  iM^jK^m  whtmh  if^ 
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Ohiwt  a  man ;  therefore  they  knew  not  that  he  was 
0od ;  for  the  discoveiy  woald  have  changed  their  laiu 

goage.* 

8.  They  speak  of  him  as  a  man^  in  reasoning  and  ar- 
gomentation.    'rherefore  he  was  a  man.t 

9f  They  behaved  to  liim  as  a  man^  in  their  ordinaiy 
inteicoarse  with  him  ;  therefore  they  had  no  appreheo^ 
•ion  that  he  was  Ck>d4 

10.  To  the  two  first  argaments^  it  is  an  answer,  that 
according  to  the  faith  which  I  defend^  Christ  is  truly  a 
man  as  well  as  Ood  :  it  is  no  wonder  therefore^  tliat  he 
ehoald  be  mentioned  as  a  man^  wlien  nothing  in  the 
narratiye,  or  in  the  argument,  requires  that  his  diyinii;y 
should  be  particularly  brought  to  view. 

11.  To  the  first  argument  in  particular^  it  is  a  fbrtber 
answer ;  that  it  was  the  style  of  all  the  sacred  writers^ 
and  it  is  the  style  of  all  writers^  to  name  things  rather 
after  their  appearances^  than^heir  internal  forms :  the 
temptor  you  know,  in  the  Mosakk  history  of  the  fall,  is 
called  the  serpent ;  and  is  not  once  mentioned  by  any 
other  name  :  the  three  angels,  who  appeared  to  Abnu 
ham  in  the  form  of  men,  are  called  men^  throughout  the 
story. 

IS.  To  the  second  ailment  in  particular,  it  is  a  fur- 
ther  answer  $  that,  as  the  scheme  of  man's  redemption, 
required  the  incarnation  of  the  Bon  of  QoA ;  the  apos- 
ties,  would  often  find  it  necessary  in  reasoning  npon 
that  scheme,  and  in  argumentation  in  defence  of  i(^  to 
insist  on  his  humanity. 


*  Utters  to  Or  Honlty,  p.  93.  f  I^*  ^^ 

i  Ibid.  93»  aad  94. 
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IS.  The  ilM  branch  of  tbe  argameot,  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  have  any  force  at  all,  even  tfaDiij;h  the  aaaump- 
tion  upoD  which  it  rests  BhoaM  be  admitted,  if  we  have 
the  aathoritjr  of  tbe  apostles,  in  their  writings,  far  the 
deity  of  Christ ;  the  most  that  coald  be  inferred,  were 
the  asuBiptfon  true,  wonid  be  something  strange  in 
their  condact ;  and  even  (bit  might  be  a  hasty  infer- 
ence—the singularity  of  their  conduct  might  disappear, 
if  the  accounts  which  they  have  left  of  our  Lord's  life 
-  m  earth,  and  of  tbeir  attendance  upon  him,  were  more 
dreumitantial :  but  the  truth  is,  that  tbe  fonndations  of 
ttis  argument  are  unsound :  it  may  be  gathered  rroin 
flw  evangelical  history,  imperfect  as  it  is,  that  the  heba- 
l^oar  of  the  apostles  to  our  Lord  during  his  life,  posses- 
sed as  they  were  with  an  imperfect,  wavering  belief  in 
him  as  tlie  Messiah,  and  with  indistinct  notions  of  tlie 
Messiah's  divinity,  was  the  natural  behaviour  of  men 
under  these  impressions :  they  treat  him,  upon  all  occa- 
sions, with  a  veiy  distant  reserve:  sometimes  they  in- 
voke him  as  a  deity ;  as  St  Peter,  when  he  was  sinking 
in  the  sea,  and  all  the  disciples,  in  the  storm.  If  the 
angels,  Mk;lmcl  ur  Gabriel,  should  come  and  lire  among 
us,  in  the  manner  which  you  suppose,*  I  think  we 
should  soon  lose  our  habitual  recollection  of  tbeir  aii- 
gelick  nature ;  it  would  be  only  occasionally  awaked  by 
extraordinary  incidents :  This  at  least  would  be  tbe 
case,  if  they  mixed  with  ns  upon  an  even  footing,  with- 
out  assuming  any  badges  of  distinctiou,  wearing  a  com- 
mon garb,  partaking  of  our  lodging  and  of  oin-  hoard, 
suffering  in  the  same  degree  with  ourselves  from  hunger 


*  Lcuen  to  Or  Uvrtiry,  p.  9i. 
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and  fatigae^  and  seeking  the  same  refresbiMnte.  The 
wonder  would  be^  if  angels^  in  this  disguise^  met  witb 
any  other  respect,  than  that  which  dignity  of  character 
commands^  with  something  of  occasional  homage^  whea 
their  miraculous  help  was  needed.  This  was  the  res* 
pect  which  our  Lord  met  with  from  hb  followers.  Toa 
aay^  <<he  could  not  divest  himself  of  his  superior  and  prop* 
or  nature  :''*  but  Ht  Paul  says  quite  the  contrary^— that 
he  emptied  himself,  and  assumed  a  form,  which  set  oat 
of  sight  the  transcendent  dignity  of  his  nature,  and  de- 
prived him  of  the  homage  due  to  it.  The  scheme  of 
man^s  redemption  reqnired  this  humiliation,  which  made 
a  part  of  the  sufferings  by  which  our  guilt  was  to  be 
atoned. 

14.  Id  the  eighth  section  of  this  seventh  tetter,  you  argue 
against  our  Lord^s  divinity,  from  ^<  the  manner  in  which 
he  speaks  of  the  power  by  which  he  worked  miracle% 
at  not  his  own,  but  the  Father's  ;"f  and  from  the 
nanner  in  which  he  speaks  of  himself,  saying,  JUy  Fk* 
tker  is  greater  than  I.  If  from  such  expressions,  yoo 
would  be  content  to  infer,  that  the  Almighty  Father  je 
indeed  the  fountain  and  the  centre  of  divinity;  and  that 
the  equality  of  Godhead  is  to  be  understood,  with  some 
mysterious  subordination  of  the  Son,  to  the  Father ;  yoa 
would  have  the  concurrence  of  the  ancient  fathers,  and 
of  many  advocates  of  the  true  faith,  in  all  ages.  If  you 
would  infer  any  other  inferiority,  than  what  is  necessap 
rily  implied  in  the  relation  of  a  Son,  some  of  the  veiy 
passages  to  which  you  allude,  will  serve  to  your  confu- 
iation :  such  are  those  sayings  of  our  Lord,  recorded  in 


*  Letten  to  Dr  Bordej^  p.  94.  f  ^^'  P-  ^'' 
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8t  JoYsefn  gospely  that  ^^  the  Son  can  do  nothing  of 
himself* — the  word  wluch  you  hear,  is  not  mine^  hot  th« 

Father's  which  sent  mef the  Father  which  dwel* 

leth  in  me,  he  doeth  the  works  i^^X  refer  the  expressions 
to  the  context,  and  it  will  appear,  that,  with  something 
of  a  subordination  on  the  part  of  the  Son,  they  assert 
the  most  perfect  identity  of  nature,  the  most  entire  unity 
itf  will,  and  consent  of  intellect,  and  an  incessant  coop« 
oration  in  the  exertion  of  common  powers  to  a  common 
purpose.  You  are.  Sir,  very  positive  in  the  assertion^ 
that  Dr  Waterland  in  particular,  and  all  the  strict  Atha« 
nasians  of  the  last  age,  muntained,  ^^  that  the  Trini^ 
consists  of  three  persons^  all  truly  independent  of  each 
other  :''S  upon  this  opinion,  which  you  ascribe  to  the 
strict  Athanasiansy  you  remark  in  your  Histoiy,^  that 
to  make  three  proper  distinct  persons,  independent  of 
Mch  other,  is  to  make  three  distinct  gods.  I  concur 
with  you  in  this  remark,  in  which  you  have  been  anti« 
cipated  by  the  Roman  Dionysius ;  whose  judgment  you 
know,  upon  certain  persons  of  his  own  time,  who,  in 
their  zeal  against  Sabellius,  ran  into  this  error,  <<  is 
quoted  with  approbation  by  Atbanasius  himself  ;'^^bui^ 
Sir,  I  deny,  of  Dr  Waterland  in  particular,  and  of  the 
strict  Athanasians  of  the  last  age  in  general,  that  they 
fall  justly  under  this  censure. 

Iff.  Bishop  Bull,  in  his  defence  of  the  Nicene  faith, 
spends  a  whole  chapter,  and  a  very  long  chapter  it  is, 
upon  the  subject  of  the  Son's  subordination ;  which  he 


*  John  T.  19.  .    t  ^id-  u^-  ^  i  ^^*  ^v-  10- 
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maintaing  to  be  as  mach  a  branch  of  tbe  trae  fidth|  as 
(he  doctrine  of  the  Son's  eterni^  or  consnbstantiality. 

16.  The  same  thing  is  asserted  by  Bishop  Pearson^ 
in  his  exposition  of  the  apostles  creed :  he  observes^ 
that  '^  in  the  very  name  of  Father^  there  is  something  of 
eminence^  which  is  not  in  that  of  Son ;  and  something 
of  priority  we  must  ascribe  unto  the  firsts  in  respect  of 
the  second  person.^'*  ^^  -_We  must  not  therefore 
so  far  endeavour  to  involve  ourselves  in  the  darkness  rf 
this  mystery^  as  to  deny  that  gjlory  which  is  clearly  doe 
unto  the  Father — he  is  Ood^  not  of  any  other^  but  of 
himself ;  there  is  no  other  person  who  is  Gh)d^  bnt  is 
God  of  him :— it  is  no  diminution  of  the  Son  to  say^  he 
is  from  another — but  it  were  a  diminution  of  the  Father 
to  speak  so  of  him ;  and  there  mnst  be  some  preemi- 
nence,  where  there  is  a  place  for  derogation — ^the  first 
person  is  a  Father  indeed^  by  reason  of  his  Son,  bnt 
he  is  not  Ood  by  reason  of  him ;  whereas,  the  Son  is 
not  only  Son  in  regard  of  the  Father,  but  also  God,  by 
leason  of  the  same.'^f  Upon  this  preeminence  of  the 
Father,  the  learned  Bishop  founds  the  congmity  of  the 
Divine  mission ;%  and  he  maintains,  that  ^^  the  dignity 
of  the  Father  appears,  from  the  order  of  persons  in  the 
blessed  Trinity,  of  which  he  is  undoubtedly  the  first 
Although  in  some  passages  of  the  apostolical  disconrses, 

Che  Son  may  be  first  named and  in  others  the  Holy 

Ghost  precede  the  Son ^yet,  where  the  three  persons 

are  barely  enumerated,  and  delivered  unto  us  as  the 
rale  of  faith,  there  that  order  is  observed,  which  is  pro- 
per to  them*— -this  order  hath  been  perpetuated  in  all 


*  Peanon  cm  the  creed,  p.  34.  f  Ibid.  ^  Ibid.  p.  37. 
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oonfiMtiMt  of  faith^  and  is  for  ever  to  be  inviolably  ob. 
ierred  :''*  and  ibis  order  being  m  generally  acknowU 
adged  by  tbe  Fathers^  the  bishop  remarks  in  a  note, 
ihat^  ^<  when  we  read  in  the  Atbanasian  creeds  that  im 
thi$  TSinitg  nans  %$  afore  or  after  other^  we  must  on* 
derstand  the  negpition  of  the  priority  of  perfection  or 

«inie.^t 
17*  To  the  tame  purpose^  the  learned  Mr  Williani 

Stephens,  author  of  some  able  discourses  on  the  Trini* 

tjf  in  his  sermon  On  the  Eternal  Generation  of  tka 

Son  qf  Gody  preached  before  the  universify  of  Oxford^ 

August  Sth  I7SS,  affirms ;  that  ^^  on  the  communicatioa 

df  the  Godhead  from  the  Father  to  the  son — ^is  founded 

and  established^  all  that  subordination  which  we  assert 

among  the  persons  of  the  Trinity^ — he  adds^  that  ^^  un. 

less  some  subordination  be  maintained^  we  run  into 

Tiitheism."     For  he  agrees  with  yon  and  me^  that 

^'  three  co-ordinate  persons^  would  be  manifestly  three 

gods." 

18.  The  same  sentiments  are  acknowledged  by  Dr 

Waterland^  in  his  commentary  on  the  Atbanasian  creed : 

i(  When  it  is  said,  none  is  afore  or  after  other,  we  are 

not  to  understand  it  of  order ;  for  the  Father  is  firsts  the 

Bon  second^  the  Holy  Ghost  third  in  order.    Neither 

are  we  to  understand  it  of  office ;  for  the  Father  is 

supreme  in  office,   while  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost, 

condescend  to  inferior  offices :  but  we  are  to  understand 

it,  as  the  creed  itself  explains  it^  of  duration  and  dig^ 

nity.^'t 


•  Pemnon  on  the  creed,  p.  37.  f  ^****' 

%  Waterlaod  oq  the  Athanaaan  ereeil,  p.  144^ 
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10.  From  these  passages  it  appears^  that  yoa  mura* 
present  the  strict  Athanasians  of  the  last  age^  when  yoo 
charge  them  with  asserting  such  a  separation  and  iiide* 
pendence  of  the  three  persons^  as  would  amount  to  TA 
theism :  and  you  misrepresent  me,  when  you  insinuatei 
that  I  would  set  the  three  persons  at  a  greater  distance^ 
than  the  Athanasians  of  the  last  age  allowed :  I  main- 
tain,  that  the  Three  Persons  are  one  Being ;  One  by 
mutual  relation^  indissoluble  connexion,  and  gradual 
subordination :  so  strictly  One,  tliat  any  individual 
thing,  in  the  whole  world  of  matter  and  of  spirit,  pre- 
sents  but  a  faint  shadow  of  their  unity.  I  maintain, 
that  each  person  by  himself  is  God ;  because  each  pos* 
sesses  fully  every  attribute  of  the  Divine  nature ;  but  I 
maintain,  that  these  persons  are  all  included  in  the  veiy 
idea  of  a  God ;  and  that  for  that  reason,  as  well  as  for 
the  identity  of  the  attributes  in  each,  it  were  impious 
and  absurd  to  say,  there  are  three  Gods — ^for,  to  say 
fiiere  are  three  Gh)ds,  were  to  say  there  are  three  Fa- 
thers, three  Sons,  and  three  Holy  Ghosts :  I  maintain 
the  equality  of  the  three  persons,  in  all  the  attributes  of 
the  Divine  nature — I  maintain  their  equality  in  rank 
and  authority,  with  respect  to  all  created  things,  what- 
ever  relations  or  differences  may  subsist  between  them- 
selves :  Differences  there  must  be,  lest  we  confound  the 
persons,  which  was  the  error  of  Sabellius :  but  the  dif- 
ferences can  only  consist  in  the  personal  properties,  lest 
we  divide  the  substance,  and  make  a  plurality  of  inde- 
pendent gods.  It  will  not  pot  me  out  of  conceit  with 
the  arguments,  which  I  have  brought  to  support  these 
sacred  truths,  or  with  the  illustrations  which  I  have  at- 
tempted, that  you  pronounce  them  equal  in  absurdity  to 


«l|ijrftiifeialib  iMM|  adM]i^«  (of  wtlelil  aoipwt 
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The  Unitarian  doctrine^  not  weU  calculated  for  the 
amveraian  of  Jews,  Mahometans,  or  Infidels  qfanjf 
description. 

DEAR  sin. 

You  express  in  your  histoiy,  and  in  your  letters  to 
me^  a  very  charitable  anxiety  about  Jews^  Mahometans, 
and  Infidels  :  it  is  one  of  your  great  objections  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  that  it  is,  as  you  conceive,  an 
fibitruction  to  their  conversion  ;  which  you  think  might 
be  speedily  effected,  by  reducing  Christianity  to  tiie 
Unitarian  creed.  My  notion  is,  that  it  is  our  duty  to 
adhere  to  the  letter  of  the  gospel ;  and  to  leave  it  to 
God  to  open  the  eyes  of  Jews,  Mahometans,  and  Infl*- 
dels,  in  his  own  time,  and  in  his  own  way.  Your  de- 
vice of  bringing  them  to  believe  Christianity,  by  giving 
the  name  of  Christianity  to  what  they  already  believe^ 
in  principle,  exactly  resembles  the  stratagem  of  a  cer- 
tain  missionary  of  the  Jesuits,  of  whom  I  have  some, 
where  read ;  who,  in  his  zeal  for  the  conversion  of  an 
Indian  chief,  on  whom  the  sublimity  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  gospel,  and  the  purity  of  its  moral  precepts,  made 
little  impression,  told  ldm,«— that  Christ  had  been  a 
Valiant  and  successful  warrior,  who,  in  the  space  of 
three  years,  scalped  men,  women,  and  children,  with- 
oat  number:  the  aava^was  well  disposed  to  become 


«  dlioiple  «r  Mpk  ft  «Ml»-te  WM  tapllMdr  wiA 
.liii  wkdB  IriK  ap4  fl»  Jenit  fUoed  in  Us  MMiMMV 
lOMiTwrli.'. 

1.  P«do«  «B»  fUi^  if  t  tspnMft  4mbt  wbedMryofer 

ttr»tog—  pmipiift  ayal mwii  i  .liwltei*w%  w1n». 
«Yer  flM(7  Imi^  <!»  opM.  their  cgrM  to  4e  AfideiicM'ff 
fitf  9«viofn>»  viMion,  thej  wm  itillJw  i«i  to  tioMkhV 
llMNaf  .TbpteMH^ in  omHwadoB  withtito  CMd:  fli^ 
^rUl  look  Ibraft  ^F^^iMV^  iBp™>cip]0  at  l«u^.lwto^ 

.^jpupeluidQ^lAw:  wiwa  Hmy  ttoBfit  tint  Ohnilkm 
4aolrijM>  It  will  be  m  «  letv  eed  *  fbliir  din«i«y4 

^  tivgr  wiH  i^|eet  i^  if  they  oepeaife  U  tolte.-cMtndicteiy 

'to  the  mtrieidMl  aad  tlM-  llMiirl"  WTtlritiimr  •  Bee- 
ccHive  AmmriatoT dMw imth wj  diflbr, thqr wiB 
Mji  in  JMtacipjttiifUiiyiuiiiiyf  bat  is  priodpb  ihef 
jnmt  hMMMwto^Mifiato  rf  iwii j^ytlMi  8  thejwiU  n* 
^n  ■Mil  ffiiywttM  fcr  ttrir  twi4ltk»il  ibcWpgt ;  and 
in  thdr  maf^'uickak  Tatjgnit,  at  well  u  in  alliiBioiia 
in  their  Mcred  books^  ihey  will  find  the  notion  of  one 
Godhead  in  a  Trinity  of  persons ;  and  they  will  per* 
ceivoy  that  it  was  in  contradiction  to  the  Christians,  that 
their  later  rabbin  abandoned  the  notions  of  their  forefa- 
thers.   The  Unitarian  scheme  of  Christianity,  is  the 

.  last  therefore^  to  which  the  Jews  are  likely  to  be  con- 
vertedi  as  it  is  the  most  at  enmity  with  their  ancient 
faith. 

8.  With  the  Mahometans  indeed,  yonr  prospects  may 
eeem  more  promising ;  as  the  whole  difference  between 
yon  and  them,  seems  very  inconsiderable.  The  true 
Mussulman,  believes  as  much,  or  rather  more  of  Christ, 
than  the  Unitarian  requires  to  be  believed ;  and  though 
the  Unitarians  have  not  yet  recognized  the  divine- miiri* 
skm  of  Mahometi  there  is  good  ground  to  thinly  thsiy 
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not  long  stand  out  :*  in  UoilariaD  writings  of  the 
last  century,  it  is  allowed  of  Mahometi  that  be  had  no 
other  design  than  to  restore  the  belief  of  the  unity  of 
6odr-of  his  religion,  that  it  was  not  meant  for  a  new 
religion,  but  for  a  restitution  of  the  truo  intent  of  tha 
Cliristian— -of  the  grand  prevalence  of  the  Mahometan 
religion,  that  it  hath  been  owing,  not  to  force  and  tha 
•word,  but  to  that  one  truth  contained  in  the  Alcoran^ 
the  unity  of  God.  With  these  fiiendly  dispositions 
towards  each  other,  it  should  seem,  that  the  Mahometan 
and  the  Unitarian  might  easily  be  brought  to  agree — but 
the  experiment  hath  been  very  seriously  tried,  withouti 
any  event  answerable  to  the  expectation :  you  may  not 
know  it,  81r,  but  so  it  was, — ^that  in  the  reign  of  Charles 
the  Second,  a  negociation  was  regularly  opened,  on  the 
^rt  of  our  English  Unitarians,  with  his  excellency 
Ameth  Ben  Amelh,  ambassador  of  the  emperor  of  Mo- 
rocco at  the  British  court,  in  order  to  form  an  alliance 
with  the  Mahometan  prince,  for  the  more  ejETectual 
propagation  of  the  Unitarian  principles :  The  two  Uni- 
tarian divines,  who  undertook  this  singular  treaty,  ad- 
dress the  ambassador  and  the  Mussulmen  of  his  suite^ 
as  ^^  votaries  and  fellow-worshippers  of  the  sole  supreme 

^"    They  return  thanks  to  God;  that  he  hath  pre- 


*  Dr  Priestley,  in  hi«  Second  Letters,  p.  163,  wittily  remarki,  **  that  I  might 
almoit  as  well  assert,  that  all  the  Unitarians  in  EngUuid  are  alraadjao  far  Mahom- 
ctauiSy  that,  to  my  certain  knowledge,  ttiey  are  actually  oiroumeised.'*  Upon  this 
oecasion,  1  cannot  but  remind  him  of  what  history  records,  of  an  elder  brother 
of  oar  modem  Unitarians.  In  the  latter  end  of  the  sixteenth  century,  Adam 
Keoser,  pastor  of  the  church  of  Heidelberg,  the  first,  or  among  the  first  propa* 
gators  of  the  Socinian  heresy  in  the  Palatinate,  began  in  Socinianism,  and  fioidl* 
cd  his  career  with  taruiog  Mahomcun,  and  suhnitting  to  circiimeiiiQaj  at  Con* 
aiotinople. 
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■w»idtiie*BpiwiprfWnt«eeo^ia!iMitiajtit%1ii  Hit 
mtuXbuA  liwiwlulji  i<  mm  oaly  «m>«%a  Ct^  iHii 
iHrfh  M  diiliMliM  aor^lmiUiif  «r  panana;  ani  li 
■n^  other  wtekiiifcB  iMlrint » Hiqr  ii9^»  Chui^Mflfl  ~ 
wiih  Uwfc  pww^  Mtk^^JmiOBk  rf  awe  aapw—  flMj^ 
Mdlint  Oodfalniap  MfetoMI  i»  1» Iks NMHrli^ 
«•  twovd,  M  a  ■coMigna  IMMsg  CIMiHim  lhi» 
fhorafbito  il|te  Ifcwwliw,  Mwj  ftBiw  dliiiiiiMi  wi% 
«w  IfahMMfaiw,  fiir  Ihajgiintli  Hbqr  ^cfcr  ihite  «i^ 
riiluofiy  to  pngs  Uto  Aktttmni«lKkM  oonniptiNiMMl 
lirtMptliiiiM ;  wUo^«flarttB^«lk«fllalM«t^kil 
«lNpl  iato  hb  pofMOy  of  ivUdi  H*  AkMM  >«•■  '«■» 
fnnd)  fat^  of  MdiMMl tMjr lUdc  IM  MgK^  !»«». 
fna  that  ho  coda  be  jpOty  of^tlwriMrty'^wtii^nitii^-. 
vUoh  an  io  bo  fcnd  ia^hs  ii  iliiyni  'g»^>iir  til 
ftUM.  Tfaia  »il!k4lMy  iadiii  iMiplltt  :«iHDg  t» 
MidBrtako,  in  thfrvMHotiiMi  of  IMMMdfe  tfiiy^  thd^ 
fatnuitoy  HimA  Hik  GOfntUons  wUbh  IpijtMnd  fioipMi^ 
would  tender  the  Alcortn  more  coartitort,  Ml  wifli 
Useir  only^  bat  with  the  gospel  rf  OhiM :  of  whkh^ 
ihej  BBjf  Mahomet  pretended  to  be  bttt  a  preadier--* 
they  tell  the  ambasMdor^  that  the  Unilariaii  Ohiutiau 
are  a  g;reat  and  coniiderable  people :  to  give  w^^  t» 
the  assertion,  they  ennmerate  the  lusreiiarcha  of  aU  agii 
who  have  opposed  the  Trinity,  from  Panloa  Samosaten- 
ris/downto  Fanstus  Bocinus,  and  the  leaders  of  the 
Polonian  fraternity:  they  celebrate  the  modem  tribes 
of  Arianizing  Christians,  as  asserters  of  the  proper 
vnity  of  God ;  and  they  close  the  honourable  lisi^  with 
the  Mahometans  themselves.  <<  All  these  (they  say) 
audntain  the  faith  of  one— -Gk>d :  and  why  shoald  wo 
forget  to  add  yon  Mahometans,  who  also  consent  wiOi 
M  in  the  belief  of  one  only  supreme  Dei^?^    Bodiif 
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tile  substance  of  a  letter^  which  they  pfesented  to  the 
ambassador^  with  some  Latin  manascriptsi  respecting 
the  differences  between  Christianity  and  the  Mahomo- 
Ian  religion^  and  containing  an  ample  detail  of  the  Uni^ 
larian  tenets ;  they  apply  to  the  Mossulman  as  to  a  perw 
mh  iJi  ^  known  discernment  in  spiritual  and  sublime 
Matters;'^  and  they  intreat  him^  to  communicate  the 
import  of  their  manuscripts^  to  the  consideratioe  etthe 
Ittest  persons  of  his  countrymen.  Thia  singular  epistle 
may  be  seen  entire^  in  Dr  Leslie's  Socinimn  Caniraver^ 
jy  DtMcuased — an  hundred  years  are  almost  elapsed^ 
ainoe  these  overtures  were  made  to  the  Moor;  andae 
BO  eflEect  hath  yet  loUowedy  k  should  seem^  that  the 
conversioo  of  the  Mahometans  to  the  Unitarian  Ghrie- 
(ianity,  is  as  unlikely  as  that  tyf  the  Jews. 

4.  For  the  unbelievers^  Sir^  Mr  Gibbon,  as  you  seem 
yourself  to  intimate,  hath  given  you  but  slender  hopes  :^ 
enbelievers  indeed  are  of  two  descriptions — the  sober 
Dmsts ;  who,  rejecting  revelation,  acknowledge  howev* 
er  the  obligations  of  morality ;  believe  a  Fh>vidence ; 
and  expect  a  future  retribution :  and  the  Atheists ;  who 
have  neither  hope  nor  fear  beyond  the  present  life  $ 
deny  the  Providence  of  God ;  and  doubt  at  least  of  his 
tOListence. 

5.  Infidels  of  the  first  description,  will  hardly  become 
your  disciples ;  because  you  have  nothing  to  teach  them, 
but  what  they  think  they  know  :  ^'  We  think,  they  will 
«y,  no  less  reverenfly  than  you  of  the  moral  attributes 
iff  God :  uiM>n  our  notions  of  his  attributes,  we  build  an 


•  u     .  Mr  Gibboa  hM  aboolutelj  declined  to  discim  with  ine»  at  I  pro- 

posed to  him,  the  liistorictl  evidences  of  Christimity."    Frefiee  to  Replj  to 
KoDthlf  BerieWf  for  June,  p.  I. 


lif  hipirtnaw  «r  aiMiyy  in  omr  ftil^H)^l^  #0Mi4iiig  iii 
«v danirto in tUi.  Th> whoto ^Mhwidlirtiiuia jPi<» 
«iid  ■■  b  4Ui :  ihttt  w«  bdiCT>>lhe^««».|Miy  tyUM 
ilihual  flvidHpcefjooy  npoi  4ht  taHlMigr  of  •  MiS^ 
■W^  JM  My,  WM  nind  ap  !•  prawh  ikwi  inirtii  |  ^mil^_ 
iqpoB the  wideMe of  mmm t  wyA mttUc'  >liig>iwi< 
^vUmmb  than  any  tenu  tHli^ui^  ;.ii»  ttiak*  Ihalflr 
Stv^atfoD  k  pntended  with'a  mj  ffl  p<kea^  ^i^m  a^: 
«iHI  bath  beea  aetaally  lemk^  BsfdiUiBii  h  ailk^ 
mntjt  Iha  doctriMt  «f  »  God;  «  StetfidMioe.  ufriK 
iblnio  ■!■<%  .wera  loMiwp  to  the  Jtm^kiAmOkMiim 
4fce  poiriaRte  liefiwo  Mooot ;  thoy  kafv  beaa  kiiaini  4»  • 

Ibr  diioa?ery^  udmre  then  hath  ben^abMaeettaMiL^ 
IfToawiNildMj^  that  the  end  of  rafiMMi  ii^  4»  ttu 
tend  to  aU  nanUnd  that  oioftd  kMwldl^ 
titfaerwue  have  been  enjoyed  bat  by  a  flnr  f  Hi  oonv^ 
informatioD  by  testimony^  to  thoee  who  are  iaci^able  ef 
informing  themselves  by  abstract  reasonbg}  thai  the 
gospel  is  therefore  a  revelation,  becanse^  to  the  bulk  of 
mankind  it  is  a  discovery,  and  a  discovery  of  aaflBdeBl 
importance  to  claim  a  divine  original ;  they  will  reply^ 
that  whatever  weight  this  argument  might  carry,  if  il 
were  urged  by  those,  who  take  the  Scriptures  in  their 
literal  meaning,  and  conceive  that  the  revelation  ia  coo-: 
veyed  in  a  plain  undisguised  language ;  it  is  a  feeble 
weapon  in  the  hand  of  an  Unitarian.  ^*  If  your  method 
of  interpretation  be  the  true  one,  the  first  preachers  of 
Gbristiauity,  they  will  say,  differed  not  from  other 
moralists,  otherwise  than  by  the  wonderful  obscurity  of 
their  language,  and  the  air  of  mystery,  which  they  have 
contrived  to  throw  over  the  simplest  truths  j  their  enig*. 
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matick  langaage,  is  as  little  adapted  to  popular  appre^ 
bensioo^  as  the  abstrase  reasoDiDgs  of  philosophers :  the 
success  of  their  doctrine  hath  been  such^  as  might  have 
been  well  foreseen :  they  were  studious  of  obscurity— 
they  hare  attained  their  end  :  they  have  been  misunder- 
stood  by  a  great  majority  of  their  followers^  for  almost 
two  thousand  years — they  professed  to  teach  the  pore 
irorship  of  the  true  QoA — the  language  in  which  they 
:onveyed  their  doctrine^  hath  been  the  means  of  intro- 
iucing  the  grossest  idolatry.  We  will  not  trust  our« 
selves  to  sach  dangerous  guides^  who^  as  you  expound 
their  writings,  never  spake  upon  the  most  interesting 
rabjects,  without  figure  and  equivocation." 

6.  For  the  Atheistick  infidels,  who  are  in  ihe  first 
place  to  be  convinced  of  the  existence  of  a  Deity ;  your 
doctrine,  that  there  is  no  mind  in  man,  bat  what  results 
bom  the  organization  of  the  brain,  will  never  lead 
Qiem  to  conclude,  that  mind  is  older  than  body,  in  the 
universe.  <'  You  would  persuade  me,  the  Atheist  will 
say,  that  there  is  an  higher  intellect  than  mine,  the 
cause  of  all  things  :  but  if  intellect  in  me,  be  the  result 
of  motion,  why  not  in  any  other  intelligent  ?  Tou  only 
confirm  my  incredulity,  and  multiply  my  doubts — ^yon 
make  me  doubt  of  my  own  intellect,  while  yon  would 
account  for  its  production ;  and  you  confirm  the  suspi- 
cion, which  I  have  long  entertained,  that  the  material 
world  is  older  than  its  supposed  maker :  that  mind^  if 
indeed  such  a  thing  exist,  hath,  like  all  other  things, 
started  spontaneously  from  a  corporeal  chaos ;  and,  in* 
stead  of  being  the  first  cause  and  the  governing  princi- 
ple, is  the  youngest  of  all  nature's  productions.''  Tour 
principle,  that  death  is  an  utter  extinction  of  the  man, 
your  Atheistical  pupil  will  easily  admit;  bnt  it  is  little 


Ululy  I*  ftmteB  U*  to  tba  faape  of  a  fuiure  exisi 
Uto  hop*  wUdi  JOB  M(l  ani  of  a  resiirreclion,  he 
Ml  jm,  1»  no  hope  «t  aU,  efen  ailmiuing  that  tlit>  evb 
dncttaf  i»  WagiMaU,  «paa  your  principles,  I>e  iDdhi 
pMUAw  *fTka  9kKm  irt^  compose  mr,  your  AUm» 
W-«ffl  «qr»  wij  MmA  hm  composed  a  naa  befor^ 
iai-  HV  a|dl  l  bbl  «•  0*7  will  never  more  compoMI 
irhn  «aBi  Am  ptaenl  tm  k  dissipated— I  bave  nv 
■  if  mtatmit,  uri  no  cuoceni  aboutafutuit 


-  ^  7-  It  lAmid  ieem,  iSir,  tU  yimr  aHMfM»=<M>  A 
cftlcalated  fi>r  the  conTonion  of  Jewi  or  TiMUS:  opea 
tlie  Mahometuis,  their  t^cacy  hath  beoH  tried  witbmt 
niecetf.  'fhe  Unitariaas,  tbenfon^  an  not  lihdy  lo  bt 
tin  inBtrameati  of  these  conTcnloiM. 
I  am,  ftc 

N.  B.  Thoatoi7of  thenegociationoB  tkepartof  At 
English  ITidtariMH,  in  the  reign  of  Ohailei  the  Becoa^ 
with  the  ambBssador  of  the  empenv  rf  Morocco ;  Sr 
Prieitley,  in  the  fifteenth  of  his  Becood  Letten,  is  plea- 
sed to  treat  with  great  contempt,  as  an  inveotiop,  that  to 
to  say,  a  lie  or  forgerr,  of  Dr  Leslie's :  fortnaately,  &e 
evideoce  of  this  extraordinai;  fact,  is  yet  extant  is 
tin  Archiepiscopal  Library  at  Lambeth.  Anong  th« 
Codices  Manutcripti  IWtMKtaRt,  is  a  thn  folio,  naifc^ 
ed  wiOi  Qie  nonber  078,  ud  antMndik  the  oatsk^H^ 
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under  the  article  SocinimiMy  by  the  title  of  Systema 
TkeologUB  Sacinianm.  It  contains  four  tracts :  the  first, 
is  the  very  letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth^  pablisbed  by 
Dr  JLesUe,  written  in  a  very  fair  hand ;  on  the  prece- 
ding leaf^  are  these  remarks.  <^  These  are  the  original 
papers,  which  a  cabal  of  Socinians  in  London,  offered 
to  present  to  the  Embassadour  of  the  King  of  Fez  and 
Morocco,  when  he  was  taking  leave  of  England,  Aa- 
gnst  1688.  The  said  Embassadour,  refused  to  receive 
them,  after  having  understood  that  they  concerned  reli- 
^on.  The  agent  of  the  Socinians  was  Monsieur  Verze  : 
Sir  Charles  Cottrell,  Kn.  Mr  of  the  Gerem.  then  pr». 
•ent,  desired  he  might  have  them ;  which  was  graunted : 
and  he  brought  them  and  gave  ihem  to  me,  Thomas 
Tenison,  then  Vicar  of  St  Martm's  in  the  Fields, 
MiddL'^ 

The  second  tract  is  in  Latin,  entitled,  Epigtola 
Jmeth  Benundula  Mahometani  ad  Auriacum  Princu 
fem  Comitum  Mauritiunif  el  ad  Emmanuekm  Portu- 
galUm  Principem, 

The  third  tract  is  again  in  Latin,  entitled,  Animad" 
venionea  in  prcecedentem  Epistolam.  These  two  tracts 
are  the  Latin  letter,  and  the  remarks  of  the  Unitarian 
divines  upon  it,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  English 
letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  and  of  which  Dr  Leslie,  in 
his  preface,  says  he  had  seen  a  printed  copy. 

The  fourth  tract,  I  take  to  be  the  preface  to  the  print- 
ed  edition,  or  intended  edition :  this  also  is  in  Latin, 
and  is  inscribed  Theognia  IrewBUS  Christiano  Lectori 
$alutem, 

I  do  most  solemnly  aver,  that  1  have  this  day,  Jan. 
IS,  1789,  compared  the  letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  as 
published  by  Dr  Iieslie,  in  his  Socinian  Controversy 
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IH$eu8$eif  with  the  manuscript  in  the  Archbishop's 
labraiy^  and  find  that  the  printed  copy,  with  the  ex- 
ception  of  some  trivial  typographical  errors^  which  in  no 
way  affect  the  sense^  and  are  such  as  any  reader  will 
discover  and  correct  for  himself^  is  exactly  conformable 
to  the  manuscript^  without  the  omission  or  addition  of  a 
single  word :  I  do  moreover  aver,  that  the  remarks  in 
the  leaf,  at  the  beginning  of  the  manuscript,  giving  an 
account  of  its  contents,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  these 
papers  came  into  the  possession  of  Dr  Tenison,  were 
this  same  day  copied  verbatim  from  the  manuscript  by 
myself,  upon  the  spot 

If  Dr  Priestley  should  mistrust  my  veracity  in  these 
assertions,  (which  I  think  he  will  not,)  I  promise  him 
that  I  will  at  any  time  use  my  endeavours  to  procure 
him  a  sight  of  the  manuscript,  that  he  may  satisQr 
self. 


££r.  XfU^  TO  DB  PRIESTL&T,  fjrft 


SEVENTEENTH. 


The  archdeacon  takes  leave  of  the  controvergy. 

3BAR  SJR^ 

TT  might  be  but  consisteoi  with  the  fridef  which 
you  impute  to  me  as  a  churchman,  aud  with  the  con* 
tempttious  airs^  which  I  am  apt  to  give  myself  with 
respect  to  dissenters  ;^  were  I  to  close  our  present  cor- 
respondonce,  without  any  notice  of  your  animadversions 
upon  that  part  of  my  Charge^  which  regards  the  studies 
of  the  younger  clergy^  and  what  you  are  pleased  to  call 
my  terms  of  communion.  It  might  be  a  sufficient^  and 
not  an  unbecoming  reply,  to  remind  you^  that  I  spoke 
ex  cathedra^  and  hold  myself  accountable  for  the  advica 
which  I  gave,  to  no  human  judicature^  except  the  King^ 
the  Metropolitan,  and  my  Diocesan.  This  would  in* 
deed  be  the  only  answer,  which  I  should  condescend 
to  give  to  any  one  for  whom  I  retained  not,  under  all 
our  differences,  a  very  considerable  degree  of  personal 
esteem ;  but  as  Dr  Priestley  is  my  adversary,  in  some 
points,  I  could  wish  to  set  him  right^  and  iu  some  I 
desire  to  explain. 


*  "If  yoor  pride  as  a  churchman,  and  the  coatemptuoat  ain  joa  gife  yeunilE 
with  reipcci  to  diiwntens  k^"    Letters  to  Dr  Horakj*  p.  IIS. 
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01^  tflrtH*  ai  iauu  iiir. 

••  Xri  haw  anj  where  expmnBd  njidf coafom^. 
►  ioowlyy  the  conteDiptis  not  of  yoo^  bat  of  your  atgiuui|^ 
vpon  a  puticalr  rabjcM:^  upon  which  I  trolj  think  jnoni 
kxgM  fwj  wtMji  and  of  your  infonnatioii  npott^ 
poin^  in  whidi  I  traly  think  yon  are  ill  uifomed:  tl4p 
Uirfen  nol^  hot  flut  I  hmj  entertam  the  reepec^  wUk^ 
I  prafeiSi  fat  yonr  learning  in  other  ralgecie ;  for  yovgr 
abilities  in  all  anbjects  in  which  yon  are  leaned  {  wa^ 
a  cocdial  esterai  and  aftction  for  the  virtnea  of  yoqp 
dMuactor,  which  I  believe  to  be  great  and  amiahk^ 
Tonr  attack  bdng  tnade^npon  those  parti  of  the  eetei- 
Mbhed  ^^ti^  Whfeh  I  conceive  to  be  fimdanental 
prindplei  of  the  Ckiietian  ieli|^Ihold  ULtKfinl^. 
la  Hhew  the  if  eakneaa  «f  yonr  rM«miio  te  aapeai 
3fMnr  ihinaclinry  fai  thepe  att^ectt)  and  (a  bear  mjf 
fMimay  tfood^  ayhwr^ywirdilrtrine..  Between  dn^ 
foCMttdbUfdMMAiy  Ittdnq^  itweMi 

tBriiidttal  to  hesitate.  Upon  aqy  occiirioni  whevdn  coaw 
^laisance  might  be  allowed  to  operate^  you  are  the  lait 
person,  whose  feelings  I  woald  have  wounded. 

••  Ton  seem  to  think,  that  1  secretly  suspect  yon  tiC 
artifices,  which  are  incompatible  with  that  purity  of  in* 
tention,  which  I  would  seem  willing  to  allow.*  bk 
your  last  pamphlet,  you  complain,  that  1  have  charged 
you  with  several  instances  of  gross  disingenuity.f  I 
am  sensible,  that,  in  these  letters,  yon  will  find  more,  * 
and  stronger  instances  of  charges,  which  you  will  be 
apt  to  interpret  as  unfavourably ;  and  this,  I  fear  will 
heighten  the  suspicion  which  you  express,  that  evw 
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the  complinieots  I  sometimes  pay  you^  are  ironically 
neant* 

4.  Indeed^  Sir^  in  quoting  ancient  authors^  when  you 
have  understood  the  original^  which  in  many  instances 
18  not  the  case^  you  have  too  often  been  guilty  of  much 
teserve  and  management:  this  appears,  in  some  in« 
stances,  in  which  you  cannot  pretend,  that  your  own  in* 
advertency,  or  your  printer's,  hath  given  occasion  tn 
unmerited  imputations :  I  wish  that  my  complaints  upon 
this  head  had  been  groundless ;  but,  in  justice  to  my 
own  cause,  I  could  not  suffer  unfair  quotations  to  pass 
undetected :  I  am  unwilling  to  draw  any  conclusioa 
from  this  unseemly  practice,  against  the  general  probity 
of  your  character ;  but  you  must  allow  me  to  lament,  thai 
men  of  integrity,  in  the  service  of  what  they  think  a 
good  end,  should  indulge  themselves  so  freely  as  they 
slien  do,  in  the  use  of  unjustifiable  means.  Time  was^ 
when  the  practice  was  openly  avowed;  and  Origen 
lliiiself  was  among  its  defenders — the  art  which  he 
tecommended,  he  scrupled  not  to  employ :  I  have  pro* 
dnced  an  instance,  in  which,  to  silence  an  adversary^ 
Im  had  recourse  to  the  wilful  and  deliberate  allegation 
^  a  notorious  falsehood :  you  have  gone  no  such  length 
M  this,  I  think  you  may  believe  me  sincere,  when  I 
iqieak  respectfully  of  your  worth  and  integrity;  not- 
withstanding, that  I  find  occasion  to  charge  you  witb 
some  degree  of  blame,  in  a  sort,  in  which  the  great 
character  of  Origin  was  more  deeply  infected  :  would 
God  it  had  been  otherwise — would  God  I  could  with 
truth  have  boasted,  ^'  To  these  low  arts  stooped  Origeu : 


^  Letten  U  Djr  Honley,  p.  Jlfli 


tat  Bj  MBii&mpmujf  mj  pmM  anttgdittil^  dMbiar: 
iMnu^  Hofw  woold  it  kave  Imf^itoiied  the  prido  at 
tfetoiyy  oonld  I  lutTC  foond  a  fiur  oonnoia  io  be  thu^: 
flie  Immld  of  mjridteniary'v  praite !  ;  4 

0. -I  am  not  ■endbley  that  1  hava  spoken  contenpia^ 
edaly  of  ^UtteDten  in  gneral  j  a  bir  and  oomdentiiM^ 
Aiaenty  knot  the  object  rf  contempt;  neither  it  apetaMr 
luA  hoitiMty  agunat  eatabUahmenta  fespectible ;  thv 
praise  wfaichi  gnre  the  Ghaidi  of  Eof^and^  that  die  itt 
the  Irst  in  consideration  of  all  the  Protestant  chniches^' 
k  no  move  than  libval  dissenters  haTo  themselves  aL 
lowed:  I  hate  heard|  from  very  good  anthority,  of  a. 
eonvenatidn  that  passed  between  the  late  Dr  Chandkfl> 
and  aclorgyman  rf  the  Ohnrdi  of  flcotland,  in  whidh 
Chandler  was  ia  warm  advocate- Ibr  the  constitutbn  of 
tte  Ohuich  of  Bnglandi  in  ptaiiBrenoe  to  any  rf  the  re* 
Ibrmed  ehnrches :  yon  irill  resMmber^.  that  I  make  th# . 
Itemiog  and  Che  pie^  of  her  ctei^y  rf  which  ample 
ittOBuments  are  extant^  the  basis  of  her  preemiDence ;. 
to  which,  however,  another  circumstance  hath  in  some 
degree  contribated ;  namely,  that  she  had  the  discretion 
to  observe  some  decency  and  moderation,  in  the  business 
of  reforniing.    I  cannot  admit,  that  mere  distance  frosa 
the  Gburch  of  Borne,  is  the  true  standard  of  purity { 
and  when  you  recollect,  how  strongly  that  maxim  siu 
vours  of  Jack's  spleen  against  Lord  Peter,  I  am  apt  to 
think  you  will  regret,  that  such  a  sentiment  should  stain 
your  page.* 

8.  It  is  still  my  opinion,  that  any  young  clergyman^ 
who  will  diligently  apply  to  the  course  of  studies,  which 
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k  the  liberty  to  recommend,  may  do  without  Dr 
tby't  Di$qui9iiion8^  or  Dr  Clarice's  Scripture  Doe^ 
:*  the  last  treatise,  contains  indeed  a  very  full 
cdon  of  the  texts  relating  to  the  Trinity — the  compi- 
Q  from  the  fathers  is  incomplete ;  the  learned  author 
Dg  carefully  selected  those  passages,  which,  taken  by 
jelres  in  detachment  from  their  contexts,  seem  fa» 
able  to  his  own  opinions.    I  will  not  however  deny^ 

to  students  of  a  certain  description,  the  book  may 

its  use  :  I  myself  perhaps  owe-  something  to  it ; 
)h,  as  you  recommend  it  to  my  particular  attention^ 
ems  incumbent  upon  me  to  declare :  I  believe,  Bir^ 
■few  have  thought  so  much  upon  these  subjects,  as 
and  I  have  done,  who  have  not  at  first  wavered : 
aps,  nothing  but  the  uneasiness  of  doubt,  added  to 
st  sense  of  the  importance  of  the  question,  could 
ige  any  man  in  the  toil  of  the  inquiry ;  for  my  own 
,  I  shall  not  hesitate  to  confess,  that  I  set  out  witk 
i  scruples,  but  the  progress  of  my  mind,  hath  beem 
very  reverse  of  yours.  It  was  at  first  my  principle^ 
I  is  still  yours,  that  all  appearance  of  diflSculty  in 
doctrine  of  the  gospel,  must  arise  from  misinterpre- 
\n ;  and  I  was  fond  of  the  expedient  of  getting  rid  of 
tery,  by  supposing  a  figure  in  the  language :  the 
ihness  of  the  figures,  which  I  had  sometimes  occa- 

to  suppose,  and  the  obvious  uncertainty  of  all 
rative  interpretations,  soon  gave  me  a  distrust  of  this 
lod  of  expounding ;  and  Butler's  Analogy,  cured 
of  the  folly  of  looking  for  nothing  mysterious,  in  the 

sense  of  a  divine  revelation.    By  this  cui*e,  I  was 
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prepared  to  become  an  easy  convert  to  tlie  doctrine  of 
Atonement  and  satisfaction ;  which  eesmed  to  furnish 
incentives  to  piety,  that  no  other  doctrine  could  enpplir: 
1  soon  perceived,  how  the  value  of  the  atonement  was 
heightened,  and  what  a  sublimity  accrued  to  the  whola 
doctrine  of  redemption,  by  tlie  notion,  clearly  conveyed 
in  the  Bcriptures  literally  taken,  of  a  Redeemer  de- 
scending from  a  pravious  state  of  glory,  to  bectime  oar 
teacher,  and  to  make  the  expiation.  Thus  1  was  brought, 
to  a  full  persuasiun  of  our  Lord's  precxislent  dignity : 
Having  once  admitted  his  preexislcnce  in  an  exalted 
state,  1  saw  the  ncces^ty  of  placing  him  at  the  head  of 
the  creation :  "  for  a  derived  precxislent  being,  anp. 
posed  to  animate  the  body  of  Jesus,  who  is  not  also  tba 
Baker  of  the  world,  is,  as  you  well  observe,  a  men 
creature  of  the  imagination,  whoso  exielence  is  not  to  ba 
inferred,  with  the  least  colourable  pretext  from  the 
Scripture:*  since  it  is  not  to  be  found,  either  in  tfas 
literal,  or  in  tba  figurative  meaning.  Not  in  the  literal 
confessedly  :  net  in  the  figurative ;  because  if  the  texti 
which  speak  of  Christ,  as  the  maker  of  the  worlds  ad< 
nit  a  flguratiy*  coBttmcttiHi ;  much  mmm  than  wfaick 
Vefcr  only  to  bii  pr«exiBtMice.')t  I  thank  y«%Sii^ft« 
apnttug  my  own  sentimeDta  wUh  so  amdi  peMpinaJlyt 
sad  for  pronng  thsm  mth  w  nnch  Bvidei»«t->-lwiB^ 
thna  coBriocod,  that  oar  Lwd  Jesoa  Ghriit  ia  iodeei. 
the  Maker  of  all  ihings ;  I  found,  that  I  conld  Dot  rail 
sttUfied  with  the  notion,  of  a  Maker  of  the  uoiverM  lut 
CM :  1  saw,  that  all  the  extravasancios  of  the  i 
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iinng  upon  tbat  one  principle :  and  1  could  have 
opinion  of  the  truth  of  a  principle^  which  seemed 
;  with  mischief— I  then  set  myself  to  consider^ 
er  I  knew  enough  of  the  divine  unity,  to  pronounce 
Trinity  an  infringement  of  it  :^'  upon  this  poin^ 
atonists^  whose  acquaintance  I  now  bc^n  to  cnU 

soon  brought  me  to  a  right  mind.  It  was  in  this 
>f  my  inquiries,  while  I  was  wavering  between 
rian  tenets  in  their  original  extent,  and  the  true 

that  I  first  opened  Dr  Clarke's  Scripture  Voc- 
if  the  Trinity:  I  sat  seriously  down  to  the  perusal 
\  book — I  rose  a  firm  and  decided  Trinitarian* 
rhy  not  recommend  to  others,  you  will  say,  a  book 

had  so  principal  a  share  in  your  own  conversion  ? 

tell  you.    It  is  one  of  those  books,  which  may 

instruct  or  mislead,  according  to  the  previous 
ments  and  habits  of  the  student :  I  was  much  at 
in  the  Greek  language ;  I  had  read  the  ecclesi. 
1  historians ;  and  I  had  been  many  years  in  the 
of  thinking  for  myself,  upon  a  variety  of  subjects, 

I  opened  Dr  Clarke's  book.  There  is  in  most 
a  culpable  timidity ;  you  and  I,  perhaps,  have 
ime  that  general  infirmity ;  but  there  is  in  most 
I  culpable  timidity,  which  inclines  them  to  be 

overawed  by  the  authority  of  great  names :  and, 
as  we  talk  of  the  freedom  and  liberality  of  think- 
id  inquiry,  it  is  this  slavish  principle,  not,  as  is  pre- 
1,  any  freedom  of  original  thought,  which  makes 
rts  to  infidelity  and  heresy.  Fools  imagine,  that  the 
ist  authorities,  are  always  on  the  side  of  new  and 
iar  opinions ;  and  that,  by  adopting  them,  they  get 
elves  into  better  company,  than  they  have  naturally 
ght  to  keep :  and  thus,  they  are  secretly  worshippers 


f    -•»■ 


<of  uOioritgr,  ill  tlitt  teiy  act,  ki  wlilcblliegr  praM^ 
iy  in  the  bee  of  iU-thsj  woriUp  pimtar  inthdlVi 
.while  they  ij  in  the  fkce  of  untfenal:  fliqr  diriitill. 
old  end  geneea  trtditbny  beceme  they  hnve  mIpiIMI^^ 
.CM%  to  trure  the  connexion  of  its  pert%  end  to  peiMH^ 
.thefbiee  of  the  entire  evidence:  end  widle  thqT'flliil 
tnmple  on  the  aocnmaleted  aathorifj  of  egai ;  ndlb  il 
idiot  iiniplicity,  they  rallbr  thdhiMlvee  tebe  M  ^T^ 
:aMre  name  of  the  writer  of  the  day^— e  Bdinf^bioki^  I 
Toltaire,  a  Gibbon^  or  a  Priestley ;  at  IT  Oeythoni^^ 
xJbeoome  wiae  and  learned,  by  taUns  i  ilwn  ud  # 
interett  in  the  folfiBi^  or  the  porij-Yiewey  of  Mil  'tf 
ehilitiei  and  leanung :  and,  where  nMont 
neis  of  ignorance^  is  nol  aoDoinpanied  wtth  4ii  iMtt 
bitiDn  of  being  thon|^t  wiaej  etilli  an  ari^e  dMbwA 
to  private  anthority,  in  prqodice  of  esMHlMo^^ 
eeema  to  be  ttie  aide  npon  which|  even  iwBiiitwenj  ttft 
liable  to  err :  inramnch,  that  every  man  ttiy tHieopptt 
•ed  to  partake  of  this  inflrmity,  in  subjects  in  whkA 
he  feels  himself  unlearned.    To  those,  therefore,  who 
are  qualified  to  use  Dr  Clarke's  book  as  a  digest,  whicli^ 
though  incomplete^  may  assist  them  in  forming  a  jodg« 
ment  for  themselves ;  to  those  who  can  and  will  torn  it 
to  this  use,  it  may  be  serviceable :  but  they  who,  from  a 
modest  sense  of  their  own  insufficiency  in  the  learned 
languages^  and  in  ecclesiastical  history,  may  be  dispo- 
sed to  listen  to  the  opinion  of  the  writer ;  will  be  moie 
misled  by  his  authority,  than  they  will  be  informed  by 
the  compilation.    In  a  word,  it  is  a  book  of  which  a 
scholar  may  make  his  use ;  but  I  cannot  recommend  it 
to  young  divines,  in  the  beginning  of  their  studies. 

7*  In  the  conclusion  of  your  seventh  letter,  you  speak 
of  a  certain  defence  of  Bishop  Boll's,  of  the  damna* 
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tory  clause  in  the  AthaDasian  creed ;  of  which,  iDasmuch 
as  I  have  recommencled  the  writings  of  Bishop  BuU| 
without  exception,  you  <<  presume,  you  tell  me,  that! 
approve :"  and,  to  correct  these  expressions,  which  stata 
as  a  presumption  only,  or  an  inference,  what  might  ba 
directly  proved  upon  me  by  my  own  words,  you  add  in 
a  parenthesis,  that  I  have  mentioned  this^  among  tlia 
most  valuable  works  of  that  learned  prelate!^  Of  whaU 
ever  importance,  Sir,  1  may  conceive  it  to  be,  that  tha 
faith  which  wa^  first  delivered  to  the  saints,  should  ba 
preserved  whole  and  undefiled ;  whatever  I  may  think 
of  the  folly  and  the  crime,  of  setting  up  private  judg- 
ment for  the  role  of  publick  opinion,  in  opposition  to  a 
tradition  traced  to  the  first  ages ;  and  by  consequence^ 
of  the  same  authority  with  that,  on  which  the  credit  dT 
tibe^  canon  rests ;  1  am  no  lover  of  damnatory  clauses  :  I 
am  an  enemy  to  any  application  of  damnatory  clauses  to 
particular  persons :  I  am  hopeful,  that  there  is  more 
folly  in  the  world  than  malignity ;  more  ignorance  thaja 
positive  infidelity ;  more  error  than  heretical  perverse- 
ness.  How  is  it  then,  that  I  recommend  a  defence  of 
Iho  damnatory  clause,  among  the  most  valuable  of  a 
learned  Bishop's  works  ?  Sir,  did  you  write  this  in  your 
aleep  ?  Or  is  it  in  a  dream  only  that  I  seem  to  read  it; 
Bishop  Bull's  defence  of  the  damnatory  clause !  Frdm 
700,  Sir,  1  have  now  my  first  information,  that  Bish<^ 
Boll  ever  wrote  upon  the  subject — the  writings  of  Bi- 
shop Bull,  which  I  have  particularly  recommended,  are 
these  three  Latin  treatises :  DefenMfidei M^enm  :  Jit* 
dicium  Ecclesm  Catholicce  de  necessitate  credendi  J$^ 
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•  Jlnm .'  Frimitica  et  ApM- 
fMM  Inrfftb  i»  Jtn  CkfiMH  divinitaU.  To  wliich  I 
kJ|^  IttTB  added  a  Ibatthf  of  ksa  importance,  Jntmoi- 
WMiiiiM  ttthnvtm  tratMwm  Cul.  Clerke,  to.  These 
tn  all  hit.  writiBgi  apmi  the  Trinitarian  controTcrsjr, 
Rrhich  an  contaioed  in  the  editioo  of  his  liatin  worka, 
bf  Gnbe :  ia  ikeae  traatiMif  there  is  no  defeitce  of  tbg 
daauatorj  claoM ;  norf  that  I  recollect,  an;  mention  of 
Ihe  A  tin  na win  ciMd :  then  ia  no  ilcfeuce  of  the  damna- 
'  tUry  clanae,  ia  the  aanuHu  aad  English  tracta  published 
^MrNelaoii:  nor, canl  ftad  any  BKk tact BMiliMid 
^Hr  Nelaoa,  awms  the  Btehap^i  l«M  Mrks|  Ar 
jmuj  inall  fieoea,  winch  it  ira»  known  that  ho  bad 
jvrittBD,  wen  nerc^fimad  after  bis  ilcatli.  Where  have 
1  aea&med,  Sir,  with  anch  high  approbation,  a  work 
SiAidi  I  dettea  I  have  Dever  teen ;  and  of  which,  j-oo 
iiriU'lbisife  OH^  if  I  atfll  dmbt  the  eustenca?* 


.  «  DrMadeyliRdDoed  M  tha  MecMi^oroaatohi^lalhariMBrathena 
BMMd  t«tnr^  that  be  knowi  DO  mora  thin  t,  h  «Ut  HfcfMT  1^  wnk  rf  Bhhop 
aaD\  vpea  lb*  dunwtDrj' Bban  ia  the  Atfainwiii  tncd,  fa  to  be  taadiial 
yet,  be  kKccu  tobe  Mlptnt,  that  I  ibaald  pnauna  U  i««enl«  GrinHnadnai 
a  MloiBnjr,  fbanded  so  mj  prcteoded  admiretioo  of  ■  wnk  thM  ne<Kr  afated> 
ft  Hwae,  »htB  he  ipekB  cf  afadeTeseeihehidb  hfamladthe  Jmtthm  Xttk- 
»  OmMic*.  hat,  "DMlookbf  innibe  tkle-paiear  the  bock,"  bedcwribcd  k. 
4tMiBt(  bit  Biifbttnaelcif . hfa daeriptiom  knot  Men  •mmevnib  the 
ial>  Ike  Midfeet  I  tbe  oetMioa  and  Maimer  efhii  enor,  majeedlrbe 
JffatJ  I  han^  DO  Boqaaiatanae  with  BUiop  Bnll'i  vriti^s  bat  wbu  hk  aoMr^ 
«e(7  wkh  ma  halh  aecaifaaiJ,  wbea  be  arote  bit  Ffait  LMteni  ba  made  a  bbib 
MMtt  the  pMllMlar  wl^  of  aaA  wot,  &«n  the  tUei  emmwnte^br  >•: 
HHi«lbeietlMlbaodtbe«JiMlldMi£MlMiiit  Ow*«fic<r,"k«.  HeiMMadthtt 
afajidpwBtartheOBdMldtebunh.«hiohBUKip  BdI  d«ADde<].  wntjalf 


^Omh 


M»  to  fMM  liKibaiV4bu  1,  the  pntaMd  atakar  aT  aiikV  Bdi. 

«f  all  parti  of  U*  wtMd|^  the  MM  adsdtw)  tbu  defeaee. 
Dr  FriaMfaj  luik  riae«,  indeed,  leafced  fiutker  into  tUi  BUtcr:  Md,  at  ibv 
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8.  Had  I  been  aware  of  the  offence  which  I  find  the 
word  conventicle  hath  given,  I  wonld  have  avoided  the 
use  of  it :  we  are  engaged  in  a  subject,  in  which  I  hold 
it  my  doty  to  display  my  argument  in  Its  ntmost  force ; 
mnd  even  to  ose  pretty  freely  that  high  seasoning  of  con* 
troversy,  which  may  interest  the  reader^s  attention ;  but 
I  would  not  wilfully  give  offence  by  harsh  words,  from 
which  the  reasoning  may  acquire  neither  force  nor  lustre. 
Yon  say,  that  the  word  conventicle  usoaUy  signifies,  aa 


time  when  be  drevap  hii  Seeond  Letters,  he  had  diieorercdy  thtt  the  jadgBMiiC  llC 
iIm  ehurob^  deftaded  bj  Bishop  Bully  b  the  tnathema  of  the  Nieene  eoonci^ 
againsi  those,^  whm  should  ki  an/  way  impugn  the  aitiele  oC  onv  Lord^t  ditinity  s 
HiiB,  Bishop  Bun  indeed  defends ;  that  is,  he  maintafait  the  bialorieal  ftety  that  thtt 
ftthert  of  tike  Nieene  eooncil  enforced  the  beCet  of  that  artieley  onder  the  sdeaia 
•anetloD  of  a  pnUiek  sentence ;  which  faet  Epitoephis  had  denied. 

Dr  Priestley,  being  now  informed  of  the  real  anbjeet  of  Bishop  BolTs  treatiwA 
asjs^  **that  the  damnatory  dsuse  in  the  Atbanaiian  creed,  and  the  anathema  annes* 
•d  to  the  Nieene,  are  things,  exaetlj  of  the  same  natnre.'*  Were  I  to  ondertake 
the  defence  of  the  danmatory  ebiuse  in  the  Athaoasian  creed,  k  shenld  indeed  bo 
■pon  this  principle, — that  it  is  a  thing  aomewhat  of  the  same  natnre  with  thn 
CMtheBBi' annexed  to  the  Nieene :  the  anathema,  h  no  part  oTthe  Nieene  creed  ; 
it  bonly  a  sentence  of  the  church,  agiinat  th»  ianpttgncn  of  a.  parlieahur article: 
irhat  ia  called  the  damnatoiy  daoae,  ia  no  part  of  the  Athanasiao  :  it  is  a  cUose,  not 
«f  the  ereed^  bat  of  a  pre&toiy  sentence,  in  which  the  author  decbres  his  opinion 
«f  the  ifflportaoee  of  the  rule  of  frith  he  ia  about  t*  delifer.  But  In  whatever 
dafree^  thedamnatorj  daoae  may  be  capable,  or  mcapable,  of  apology,  Dr  Priestlej 
1^  I  befie?e,  the  only  writer,  who  erer  confounded  two  things  so  totally  distinct^ 
nan  anathema,  and  an  article  ef  frith ;  which  he  eonceiTes  the  damnatory  clause 
to  be.  An  anathema.  Is  simply  a  sentence  of  ezcommunication :  the  church  of 
fiiglaod  anathematizes  those,  who  speak  disrespeetfiilly  of  her  Book  of  Common. 
Vki^er,  (see  the  IVth  Canon) :  but,  that  every  person,  who  shalT  incur  the  anathe- 
am  of  the  IVth  Canon,  shall  perish  everiastingly,  ia  no  ebiuse  ef  the  church  oS 
Bnf^nd's  creed. 

fir  Priestley  hath  lengthened  his  sixteenth  letter,  with  a  redlal  of  several  paa* 
■ages from  Bishop  BulTs  works,  which,, he  thinks,  must  compel  me  to  aeknowledgi^ 
that,  whatever  t  may  be.  Bishop  Bull  at  least  was  a  friend  to  damnatory  cbiuses  x 
(he  sendments  expressed  by  Bishop  BoU,  in  the  passages  prodoeed  by  Or  Priestley^ 
I  would  be  understood  to  cherish  and  embrace,  with  the  most  entire  nnqqalUlcd 
approbation.  If  tocherish  such  sentiments,  and  to  be  a  friend  todamnaloiy  diiiae^ 
bb  tke  woe  tblof^  I  stand  eonvicted.    BaM  c$nJUentem  peum. 


!*•■        ■..   »     . 


vdawfaliUMBibly :  fbr  myovn  paHy  I  flMiii|^%bifft. 
1j  e^valent  to  the  old  Greek  wofd  mtmimct  wMafcl  wn 
fte  BMie  fiir  certain  irregahur MeeabliMy  notm  flllHill 
for  the  word  wM  brought  into  nse^  in  an  agp^  wbMilll 
aaaeinbUes  of  Christiant  were,  in  the  civil  eeim 
1^  illegal ;  hot  it  was  the  name  for  aeeemblfai^ 
for  the  purpoae  of  religioas  worahip,  without  aithoti^y 
from  the  biriiop:  aoch  aasenhUea^  in  the  priHitifo  108% 
were  thooght  tobe  spiritoally  onanthoriMd { and  in  Ihll 
■enaey  the  word  conventicle  ia  applicable  at  tide  day'  to 
wuugr  veli|pooa  aMotingiy  which  an  wd  liable  touj 
legal  penaltiea.  .  I  could  have  wiahedt  thai  the  oae  of  tt 
bad  been  conaidered  aa  one  of  the  tonre  aichaioM  oC 
mj  atjloy  in  which  nothing  of  inantt  waa  intended;  ( 
Mift  however  declare^  that  it  would  |^  Ito  partkmlac 
pleaanre  to  receive  conviction,  that  MtlMmg/^M  aeet* 
ing-hoiiae,  and  yonr  own^  are  not  mote  OB^hailcally 
conventiclefly  in  your  aeuM ;  that  i%  in  the  worat  aenao 
of  the  word.    From  personal  respect  finr  yon  and  hiniy 
I  should  be  happy  to  be  assured,  that  yon  stand  not 
within  the  danger  of  the  8Sth  of  Eliz.  c.  i ;  or  the  17th 
0.  ii.  c.  2.  to  the  penalties  of  which^  and  of  other  sta* 
tatesy  I  must  take  the  liberty  to  tell  you^  yon  are  obnox- 
ious, notwithstanding  the  late  act  of  the  19th  dt  Hia 
present  Majesty,  in  favour  of  dissenters,  unless  at  the 
quarter-sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  where  yon 
live,  you  have  made  a  certain  declaration,*  which  if 
required  by  that  act,  instead  of  the  subscription  to  ar- 
ticles required  by  the  former  acts  of  toleration.    I  am 
aorry.  Sir,  to  inform  you,  that  I  And  no  entry  of  Mr 
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Lindsej^H  declaration,  in  (he  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
peace^  either  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  or  the  city  of 
Westminster :  could  I  make  the  same  inquiry  concern- 
ing you,  (which  the  distance  of  your,  residence  pre- 
vents,) I  fear  1  should  have  the  mortification  to  ftqd, 
that  you  have^  no  more  than  yonr  friend,  complied  with 
the  kws,  from  which  yon  claim  protection.  A  report 
prevails^  that  you  both  object  to  the  declaration,  from 
conscientious  scruples :  a  very  sufficient  excuse  for  not 
making  it ;  but  no  excuse  at  all^  for  doing  what  the  law 
allows  not  to  be  done,  except  upon  the  express  condi^ 
tion^  that  the  declaration  be  previously  made.  Had  yoa 
made  th^  declaration,  you  might  indeed  be  entitled  to 
the  same  indulgence,  by  virtue  of  the  late  act,  to  which 
you  would  have  been  entitled,  by  a  subscription  to  cer- 
tain articles,  under  former  acts  of  toleration ;  but  not 
without  the  performance  of  certain  other  conditions,  re- 
quired by  the  1st  of  William  and  Mary,  c.  18,  from 
which  other  conditions,  dissenters  are  not  released  by 
any  subsequent  statutes  :  for  the  single  operation  of  the 
lOtb  of  our  present  gracious  Sovereign,  c.  44,  is  to  sub«> 
•titqte  a  short  and  general  declaration,  instead  of  a  more 
particular  subscription :  all  other  limitations  of  the  in- 
dulgences granted  by  the  first  of  W  illiam  and  Mary, 
•tand  as  they  were.  Had  yon  therefore  made  the  de-^ 
daration,  which  the  law  demands,  still  to  entitle  your 
meetings  to  the  benefit  of  the  toleration,  it  would  have 
been  necessary  that  the  places  of  them  should  be  cerliB- 
ed^  (according  to  the  last  clause  of  1st  of  William  and 
Mary,  c.  18,)  either  to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  or  to 
the  archdeacon  of  the  archdeaconry,  or  to  tite  justices  of 
the  peace  at  the  general  or  quarter- sessions  of  the  peace 
for  the  county^  city^  or  place  where  such  m<ieting  may 
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I   be  helil> 1  have  se&rrUed  the  registers  i)f  the  epH* 

I  iSopiil  court  orLoiulnn,  of  (he  archrtcacmrij  cuurtofMHl. 
ille»icx,  and  tlie  recurds  of  the  ^euiioiis  Tor  the  county  of 
Miildlesex,  aod  for  the  cixy  of  Woslniosler,  fur  u 
entry  of  the  bouse  in  Easex-sUeet,  witbi.ut  success  :f 
about  your  mcetiDg-bouse  I  am  prectadul,  as  beforo, 
Irom  making  a  regular  ioquiry ;  but  I  fear  yoa  have  Dot 
taken  the  proper  measures  for  your  legal  securily  ;  he> 
.  \  cause  the  professed  grouod  of  your  dissent  from  tht 
church  of  England,  is  not  a  mere  disagreement  about 
particular  articles,  but  a  general  denial  of  the  magis- 
trate's authority,  either  to  prohibit  or  to  tolerate  4  still, 
Sir,  were  you  ready  to  comply  with  the  requisitions  of 
the  law  in  these  two  particulars,  the  declaration  uf  yout 
own  bclii^f  in  the  huly  Scriptures,  and  the  mitification  of 
the  place  uf  meeting,  to  the  ccclcMastical  or  the  xeculaT 
magistralc,  Mr  Llndscy  and  you,  by  the  doctrines  which 
you  publickly  maintain,||  ai-e  excluded  front  all  benefits  of 
the  acts  of  toUntimi:  joar  neeting-hoiue  udkis^cMitno 
ly  to  yoor  im«gjiiatiin>  «e  tUBgni;  unkvowit  tatbe  Uwi^ 
and  UNPBOTECTKD  by  them.  IfUuibethedefinitioacfa 
conVe&ticle,  they  are  coNTEin-iCLu  by  the  exprew  letter 
ef  the  lav,  and  in  your  own  cotutnicUon  of  the  word :  stilly 
Sir,  I  had  no  tfaon^t  ta  iualt  over  your  miMnble  wt^ 
froteetei  state :  the  extengtut  outcry  which  yon  ban 
made,  and  the  ano^um  with  which  you  presoma,  to  eet 
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your  conventicles  upon  a  footing  with  oar  own  chnrcbes^^ 
have  provoked  me  to  salute  yoawitb  these  unwelcome 
troths.  Respect  for  individuals,  in  Mr  Lindsey's  con- 
gregation and  in  jours^  as  well  as  for  you  and  him^ 
would  have  restrained  me  from  the  use  of  a  word  which 
I  had  perceived  to  be  any  otherwise  reproachful,  than 
as  it  might  contain  a  strong  disapprobation  and  censure 
of  your  doctrine,  and  a  serious  disavowal  of  your  an- 
iluviiy  to  exercise  the  sacred  function ;  if  this  is  to  be 
deemed  reproach,  1  am  not  at  liberty  to  abstain  from  it : 
your  doctrine  1  must  disapprove  and  censure ;  because  I 
conceive  it  to  be  a  gross,  I  trust  not  a  wilful,  corruption 
of  the  word  of  God.  If  your  authority, — 1  speak  not 
now  of  the  authority  which  derives  from  human  laws ; 
but  even  in  ikat  you  are  deficient ;  for  a  mere  exemption 
from  civil  penalties,  which  still  is  more  than  you  enjoyi 
diflins  from  authority,  just  as  the  king's  pardon  differs 
from  his  favour :  if  your  spiritual  authority,  as  ministers 
of  the  word  and  sacraments,  is  wrongfully  called  in 
question,  you  must  bear  with  the  prejudices  of  a  church- 
man, who,  when  he  reviews  the  practice  of  the  primitive 
ages ;  when  he  ponders  our  Saviour's  parting  promise, 
to  be  always  present  with  the  apostles,  the  delegated 
pfeachers  of  the  gospel,  even  to  the  end  of  the  world ; 
when  he  connects  it  with  the  history  of  the  first  ordina- 
tions, and  with  the  great  stress  laid  upon  the  Bishop's 
authority,  by  Glemens,  the  fellow  labourer  of  St  Paul ; 
by  Ignatius,  the  dbciple  of  St  John ;  and  by  the  whole 
dinrch  for  many  ages ;  allows  himself  to  be  easily  per- 
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•mded^^  fkatitlie  auUioiitjr  of  the  tMnuaittMi^  AMlf 
•rkich  he  ACt%  ie  ewiethiag  nuMm  tiuui  lima.  hM|«irW 
fbleUojB'caji  CMVey.;  andi  while  he  would  abfawlje^i^ 
jfaffCD  civil  iienaltSM,  miyr  thinks  it  hie  dntgr  nriririnniilf 
In  proteei  ageinit  a  epiritaal  usurpetion.  Indted,  flfe| 
when.  I  revolve  ia  mj  thought^  flie  Terioos 
mod  dietnGtioii8>  whi^.I  heve  eeeii  id  my  ewe.  c 
wiChin  the  .qonipAaf  of  way  ow.a  life^  ariung  Jeem  the  % 
ifSgpdar  leal  of  i;elf-conttitiited  teaohen  of  velii^  |  wkife 
Z  iieiilecti  how  the  neilj  of  the  church  haih  heen  teafi 
liow  tender  oonacinoM  are  every  day  dietinfaeA  mSI^ 
Cirtmedleae  acnipleiy  aad  mdaiicholy  tealpBrs  driven  la 
JMaaiiy)  how  the  auapUdty  of  the  Tidger  haUibeep 
Arii  aboeed,  and  ihehr  fMiiiciplee  ia  the  ead  oniotileA} 
.wheoL  IffeepUjiGl^  fanw  eminenlJiy  the:  itale.  hath  hea^ 
UMj  endai^Bred,  and  the  PvelwitMt  loenee  dugram^ 
J)y  a  cenbiBatioii  ^  wfld  faaalicfci^  pnto^iig  ta  a 
ciate  for  the  preservation  of  the  relnrBied  veli^on  $  wImH 
I  consider^  how  by  tbeae  Bcandalsy  the  bnee  religion  h«th 
itself  been  broaght  into  discredit ;  how  it  hath  been  in- 
juredy  by  attempts  to  inflame  devotion  on  the  one  hand^ 
and  by  theories^  fabricated  to  reduce  the  mystery  of  its 
doctrines  on  the  other ;  when  I  consider^  that  the  root  vt 
all  these  evils  hath  been^  the  prevalency  of  a  principle, 
of  which  you  seem  disposed  to  be  an  advocate;  tfattt 
every  man  who  hath  credit  enough  to  collect  a  cong^ 
gation^  hath  a  right,  over  which  the  magistrate  canned 
without  tyranny,  exercise  controli  to  celebrate  divinto 
worship  according  to  his  own  fana^  and  to  propagele 
his  own  opinions ;  I  am  inclined  to  be  jealous  of  a  prin- 
ple,  which  hath  proved,  I  had  almost-aaid^'ao  mi*^ 
and  I  lean  the  mure  to  the  opinion,  that  the  commissxuii 
of  a  ministiy,  perpetuated  by  regplar  auccession^  is 
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wmethiog  more  than  a  dream  of  cloistered  gownmen,  or 
m  tale  imposed  apoa  the  vulgar,  to  serve  the  ends  of 
mvarice  and  ambition.  For  whatever  confusion  human 
Iblly  maj  admit,  a  divine  institution  must  have  within 
itself  a  provision  for  harmony  and  order ;  and^  upon 
these  principles,  though  I  wish  that  all  indulgence 
should  be  shown  to  tender  consciences,  and  will  ever  be 
an  advocate  for  the  largest  toleration  that  may  be  con^ 
sistent  with  political  wisdom,  being  indeed  persuaded, 
that  the  restraints  of  human  laws  must  be  used  with  tha 
greatest  gentleness  and  moderation,  to  be  rendered 
means  of  strengthening  the  bands  of  Christian  peaco 
and  amity ;  yet  I  could  wish  to  plant  a  principle  of  se» 
were  restraint,  in  the  consciences  of  men :  I  could  wish, 
fhat  the  importance  of  the  ministerial  office  were  consid^ 
^  ed ;  that  the  practice  of  antiquity  were  regarded ;  and 
fhat  it  nught  not  seem  a  matter  of  perfect  indifferenca 
to  the  laity,  to  what  house  of  worship  they  resort.  I 
cannot  admit,  that  every  assemby  of  grave  and  virtuous 
nen,  in  which  grave  and  virtuous  men  take  upon  them 
to  officiate,  is  to  be  dignified  with  the  appellation  of  a 
church ;  and  for  such  irregular  assemblies,  which  ara 
not  churches,  I  could  wbh  to  find  a  name  of  distinc* 
fion  void  of  opprobrium.  As  such,  I  used  the  word 
oonventicle,  as  expressing  great  irregularity,  (which 
I  must  express,  wo !  is  me  if  I  express  it  not,)  but 
DO  infamy  of  the  assemblies  to  which  I  applied  it 
If  you  are  still  disposed  to  be  indignant  about  this 
harmless  word,  recollect  I  beseech  you,  with  what  re- 
spect you  have  yourself  treated  the  venerable  body  to 
which  I  belong, — the  clergy  of  the  establishment — ^you 
divide  it  into  two  classes  only :  the  ignorant,  and  the 
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iBonoere.*    lBh?e  I  no  thtre  in  fhis  opprobrium  of  «f 
ordor  ?  Haffre  I  bo  n^  to  be  iodigpant  in  my  torn? 

9.  Still  looking  forwnid  to  the  timOy  when  nfler  afl 
flint  is  pnet^  we  diaU  Bntnally  loiglvey  and  beoonelvw 
Ibigiveni  I  ieniai% 

DnAB  SiRf 
Toor  my  hinnbk  Berranty  kc 


ItmWl^ink. 


1^  HmOiiw  Ift  yt  HIMH7  or  OBRivliia%  fri.  L  ^  14r,  i^  if  te 
rfthe  pimeat  Hge,  oaitr  whUk  diiMMliirtwi  k  ii  ifttMH  lia  ittBto  tp  tk» 
ohnjif  tfM  MCiUkhMi  "vlMnl^  ftr  iis  nftai  wdi  dtH^|baiAM 
pcnoM  •<«odl  €f wiwm  Ifct  WMJMMHi  oflfce  MtriaikaeiiltNflqinl^i 
taei^heanjidrthcM  pwtOM^tlMt  •<tbij  art  dlrtdaiibte  to  tiro 
ttat  or  thQW,  who;»  IT  tbij  wan  It—ioMj  wooUiMik  «Ui  lioriiii«iib  belefii( 
^  liiBMk  aofnyw^HWljfeiChiiitkediiBi^kot  irihoF«ftor«  oroln  wttb 
TiMiiifa^  kridb^  tliroo  oyHd  wd  iBjUont  GodV*   Tko  int  tlM^  nnly  aait 

WiMlMm*  Ml  nfltbribflK  i^Mt'thor'BrBfais  di^  nMBdicBORmL  ■snotMiU 
•dhfaigwiMkklilkittbijbribfo.  htho  BOOihHlD>rfMtHhtory,^iLi.p.4n; 
lie  w/t^  tfaftt  an  diat  is  urged  in  defenoe  of  the  present  if ttem,  bj  men  of  tlio 
fresteit  eminenee  in  tlie  charehy  who  have  appeared  as  its  advoeates,  *<  is  so  palpa« 
hij  weak,  that  it  is  barely  posdhle  they  ihoald  be  hi  earnest— in  thidung  their 
argoments  hsTO  that  veigbt  in  themselves^  which  they  wiah  them  to  liave  with 
Qthen:^  and  lie  speaks  of  tliis  iniineerity  of  tlie  defenders  of  the  estaUidunea^ 
as  a  thing  lo  notorious  tliat  it  may  be  reekoned  <*one  of  the  went  qrmptoms  of 
the  present  times.**  After  ail  thii»  in  his  appendis  to  his  Second  Letters,  he  deniee 
that  he  ever  faitended  to  make  tliat  division  of  tlie  whole  body  of  the  established 
«iergy»  which  I  ascribe  to  him,  faito  the  two  classes  of  the  ignorant  and  the  insia^ 
eerc;:  lie  treats  the  charge  as  a  calumny,  from  which  he  justifies  himself,  by 
prodnemg  a  kmg  passage  finom  one  of  lus  sermons,  in  which  he  professes  to  hott 
^hcoharahifEBShnd  iBiioltssMtiMUioiilhaB  thecfaorohofBoiat. 


f  891  ) 


APPENDIX. 


No.  I. 

OenUeman^9  Magazine,  fir  October,  iTSS,  p.  SUL 

MB  UBBJIM 

I  WAS  formerly  a  pupil  of  Dr  Htrwood,  and  read 
with  my  learned  and  worthy  master^  Tbucydidesy 
Sophocles^  and  the  life  of  Mofles,  in  a  magnificent 
edition  of  Philo,  printed  by  the  learned  Mr  Bowyer  $ 
and  wonder  that  Dr  Horsley  should  assert^  as  he  is 
represented  to  do  by  the  learned  and  ingenious  Mr 
Maty^  in  his  New  Review^  that  ivc  is  spoken  of 
persons  only ;  when  it  is  applied  ta  any  thing  of  which 
the  writer  is  speaking,  that  happens  to  be  of  the  mas- 
culine gender.  For  instance,  it  is  predicated  of  bread 
twice  in  John  vL  09,  08,  irn  en  i  ap7»c,  and  of  a  stone, 
Luke  XX.  iT,  the  same  ;  vi%.  stone,  vr»c  is  become  head 
of  the  comer.  Controversialists  are  apt  to  overshoot 
the  mark» 

Gbjegultjsi 
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BE  pleated,  %,  to  infbm  year  conespondent,  Otm* 
eailMJ^  that  Dr  Horsley  has  not  aaeerted  of  the  Greek 
proDOQo  iwHf  that  it  is  spoken  of  persons  amlff.  He 
tenders  it  indeed^  intlie  second  verse  rfthe  first  chaptsr 
of  Ht  John's  gospel,  hf  the  words  <'This  Person,'^  and 
he  says,  in  a  parenthens,  that  ^thb  is  its  natural 
ffHce  r''  and  this,  Sir,  may  be,  although,  by  the  nssgs  of 
the  Greek  writers^  it  is  appBcable,  as  €hmculu»  wiOi 
great  troth  remariu,  to  any  thing  of  wliich  the  writer  is 
speaking,  that  happens  to  be  of  the  Masculine  gendwi 
Jbr  few  words^  in  any  langoagp,  are  confined  to  their 
ftatural  and  primary  meaning.  But,  since  the  applioa* 
tion  of  the  word  is  confessedly  so  general  in  the  best 
Writers,  GtorcuIus  will  perhaps  be  apt  to  pat  the  qaes« 
tion,  how  should  Dr  Horsley  know,  that  ^<  This  Per- 
son,'^ is  more  the  natural  sense  of  vrtc,  than  ^^  This 
Loaf,''  or  this  any  thing  ?  Perhaps  Dr  Horsley  has  ob- 
served,  that  it  is  peculiar  to  the  two  pronouns  vV^c,  and 
«v7«C9  to  be  used  of  any  one  of  the  three  persons;  which 
is  one  argument,  that  their  proper  sense  is  personaL 
Perhaps  Dr  Horsley  has  observed,  that  the  prononn 
Jrocf  wheu  it  is  demonstrative  of  any  thing  which  has  no 
persiiDy  and  which  the  writer  would  not  personify,  is 
often  put  in  the  neuter  gender,  although  the  noun,  which 
it  represents,  be  masculine  tytAo  %t  ravU  xv7f»7f— -— 
after  you  have  abrogated  ikeee  laws  f/c»c>  Demostlu 
Olynth,  ilL — t^%  in  r§  wuf^a  /cv.  this  [u  e.  Una  bread, 


4^:^ 


4i^fc]  b  my  body.  Matt  xxvi.  6.  This  is  atioiher  ar- 
fjumenty  that  Jrtc  is  naturally  demonstrative  of  a  person : 
for  there  are  but  three  causes^  to  which  the  various  ano* 
malies  of  speech  may  be  referred ;  ignorance^  negli- 
gencOy  design.  Those^  which  are  frequent  in  the  best 
writers^  can  be  ascribed  to  neither  of  the  two  first 
causes ;  they  must  have  arisen  therefore  from  the  third : 
iMit  the  thurd,  design^  implies  an  end :  and  what  should 
be  the  end  of  this  anomaly  of  gender,  in  the  wetd  vVit, 
bat  that  it  was  the  means  of  avoiding  an  appearance  of 
mfro§apopma,  where  no  proaopopam  was  intended. 

iw  Perhaps  GrmaUus,  though  peiftctly  right  in  his  ^^^  ^ 

lemarky  that  mc  may  be  demonstrative  of  any  thing  of 

which  the  Greek  name  is  masculine^  has  been  anforto- 

nate  in  his  selection  of  passages  in  proof  of  it.    Perhaps 

of  the  three^  which  he  has  produced,  two  are  nothing  to 

his  purpose.     Perhaps  vVk  irir  t  a/ln^  &c.  in  both  the 

texts  in  8t  John,  should  be  rendered  <<  This  person  is 

the  bread,  ^c.'^  i.  e.   I  am  the  bread,  &c.    It  may  be 

supposed  that  our  Lord  pointed  to  himself,  when  he 

sifid  this ;  as  the  Baptist  points  to  himself,  when  he 

■ays,  *Ovl«c  r«f  mr  0  ^fn^ut^  &c.    *^  For  this  person  is  the 

person  spoken  of,  fcc.''  i.  e.  For  I  am   the  person 

spoken  of,  &c.  Matt.  iii.  3.    For  that  these  are  the 

Baptist's,  not  the  historian's  words,  is  evident  from  the 

'  form«  in  which  the  following  sentence  is  begun.    Av%i 

Si  i  Ittflirnfc.    *^  Mow  this  same  John,  &c.''  a  form  which 

narks  the  writer's  resumption  of  his  narrative,  inter- 

rupted  by  the  insertion  of  John's  words. 

8.  Perhaps  Dr  Uorsley  had  not  erred,  had  he  affirm* 
od,  that,  in  John  i.  S.  irn  must  necessarily  be  render- 
ed by  <'  This  Person."  The  utmost  liberty  of  choice, 
which  the  context  leaves,  is  between  two  expositions 


m\j:  <^Thif  Vamm,^ or  << Tldi Word.^  Sflielfeitar 
be  adopted^  Che  feoiMid  verse  will  be  only  a  mekM 
repetMNi  of  what  bad  been  befiue  alllrmed ;  wbereaty  bl 
Dr  Hoiiley'a  Tiew  of  it,  it  oontafaw  an  explkst  aaaerdeB 
ef  the  pevsonality  rf  tbe  Logody  which,  wiih  great  pm- 
prietj  and  ingniteaiioe,  pieeedea  tiie  neDthm  of  Ida 
agency  bi  the  next  Tene* 

4b  Ftebap%  to  have  lead  fome  two  or  Ibree  diflooft 
antbora  with  a  master^  may  have  made  Gfwmiaa  al» 
'SMiat  a  match  Ibr  the  biigbteet  boyi  in  the  npper  fonia 
ef  onr  poblick  acboola.   Ferbapa  aiHMfhuig  more  abooM 
i^^  be  done  in  flie  eindy 'oT  the  Greek  langaage^  befcMre  m 

man  be^ia  to  play  the  crifick  m  it    'h  ysf  rm  Mynv 

I  am^  Bir, 

Toor  moat  obedient^ 

FsBHAmsu 


No.  ni. 

Short  strictures  on  Dr  Priestlefs  Letters  to  Dr  Hor9* 

ki/y  by  an  unknown  hand. 

LETTERS  to  Dr  Horsley^  page  9.  Jesus  Christ  is 
come  in  the  flesh.  Dr  Priestley  should  produce  an  in- 
stance^ where  the  whole  phrase  of  coming  in  the  fleshy 
is  applied  to  the  birth  or  appearances  of  any  mere  man. 
The  instances  alledged  by  him^  prove  nothing  to  hia 
purpose. 

Page  18.  The  epistles  of  Ignatius.  Dr  Priestley 
is  certainly  in  the  right  to  reprobate  these  epistles, 
if  he  can;  they  snbyert  all  liis  theology  and  bis- 


APPEXDIX.  295 

toftj  :*  baty  who  are  these  learned  in  general,  that  have 
given  them  up  as  eparious  ?  There  are  the  names  of 
great  criticks  on  the  other  side,  of  whose  arguments 
Archbishop  Wake  has  given  a  judicious  summary,  in 
his  preliminary  discourse:  and  till  they  are  refuted, 
Pr  Horsley  has  an  undoubted  right  to  ap^ieal  to  these 
•pistles,  as  containing  the  sentiments  of  an  apostolical 
lather. 

Page  14.  If  Dr  Priestley  could  prove,  that  the  Na- 
sarraes  held  the  same  doctrines  with  the  Ebionites, 
what  would  it  avail  his  cause  ?  Could  he  prove  by  this 
medium,  that  the  Nazarenes  continued  in  the  doctrine 
cf  the  apostles,  and  that  the  reputed  Catholick  church 
fell  off  from  it  ?  Did  the  Ebionites  learn  from  the  apos- 
lies,  that  John  the  Baptist  came  preaching  in  the  days  of 
Herod  the  king  of  Jqdea ;  that  Christ  descended  into 
Jesus,  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  at  his  baptism ;  cum  multis 
Mlm  f  Bee  Epiphan.  H»res.  xxx*  sec.  14. 

M.  Here,  and  throughout,  Dr  Priestley  supposes  the 
Unitarian  doctrine,  to  have  had  a  general  prevalence 
among  the  Gentile  Christians^  and  universal  among  the 
Jewish.  Does  this  well  agree,  with  respect  to  the  Gten* 
tiles,  with  his  quotation  from  Origen,  at  the  bottom  of 
page  SOP 

The  much  controverted  passage  of  Justin  Martyr,  in 
his  Dialogue  with  Trypho,t  ^^^  the  meaning  of  'Hfi^rtfv 
yifv^f  are  well  illustrated  by  Mr  Bingham  in  hb  Vindi- 
cation of  the  doctrine  and  liturgy  of  the  Church  of  En- 
gland, printed  at  Oxford,  1774,  page  S8.    There  were 


*  The  chief  of  them   are  neniioned  hj  Crt*,  under  Ignattu. 
t  Sen  Frititle7»  page  W- 


jigg  Avmniut: 

woording  to  Jm^b,  mhb  coontryoMNi  of  Ut^  Jewti  «■# 
SanuurUMiiy  ^^  who  oonfeM  bim  tp  Ini  At  Christy  jiK 
aBm  kin  to  be  a  mere  wMnJ^  Tbe  tame  Jaelfe  taiQNi 
w  another  place,  Fint  ApoL  p.98»  Bd.  Tbirlbyr-«tM 
he  hadobaenrtd  Bom  and  tnier  CbffistiaB%  from  amoiji^ 
tiie  Geotileiy  than  from  among  the  Jenn  and  Samaii% 
iane.  Thte  paeeage,  ( which  bdpa  to  eonlirm  Mr  Biagl 
ham's  translation  rf  *ii^iry«v  jb^Hy)  compared  witli  tht 
etbery  contains  the  festimonj  rf  Jostin^  that  there  wen 
only  soiin  of  the  Jews  and  Bamaritansy  and  still  fiswev 
ef  the  Oentilesy  professing  to  beliete  in  Christy  who  aff 
Irmed  him  to  be  a  mere  man. 

Page  88.  Dr  Priestky,  who  seems  to  be  yuf  mo. 
deralely  skilled  in  Gfoek,  may  give  a  fiwtly  traoslaties 
eomedmes,  throng  inadirerfency ;  hot  wimt  shell  wil 
say  for  his  rendering  irrt§a  iitktymf  a  tfeebma  prf tones  9- 
Can  he  really  thinly  that  Athanasius  meant  to  speak  in 
ibis  style,  of  the  conduct  of  the  apostles  ?  'Ait/«  ivk^n 
occurs  in  Chrysostom  on  Matt.  xxiv.  48.  (torn,  ii,  p. 
446.  Ed.  Bavily)  where  though  iiVa  signifies  somewhat 
differently,  ivKoyn  bears  the  same  sense^  as  here,  of  wise 
and  reasonable. 

In  the  same  passage  ifx^fficu  is  mistranslated.  As 
the  present  infinitives,  have  sometimes  a  future  sense  in 
the  best  classick  authors,  it  here  means  a  Messiah  to 
GOME,  as  the  next  sentence  evinces,  where  Christ  already 
come,  is  said  iMfwStroi. 

40.  Another  inaccurate  version  of  Athanasius. 

60.  Another  of  the  like  kind  from  Cbrysostom.  Dr 
Priestley  makes  bim  say,— our  Saviour  never  taught 
his  own  divinity  in  express  words.  Cbrysostom,  I  ap- 
prehend, says, — ^that  he  did  not  every  where,  or,  on  all 
occasions,  iu  wa/la^iv,  speak  plainly  of  his  own  divinity. 


Ifi  the  Judgment  of  Chfysostom^  he-MmetiiiiM'  did  to* 
See  on  John  vi.  80,  88.  viiL  ffS,  x*  80. 

06.  Last  paragraph — Caiaphas  adjures  our  Savionf) 
by  the  living  Gkni,  to  tell  them^  Whether  Hum  be  the 
Christy  Ike  Son  of  (hfi  f  Our  Lord  avows^  these  chaN 
meters^  and  adds^  •Yevertiieleee  (rather,  moreover)  leaf 
m^toif(mf Hereafter yeAaU seethe  San  qf  Man  sitting 
an:  Ae  right  hand  of  power.  How  can  Dr  Priestley  hm 
rare/  in  what  sense  Gaiaphas  understood  oar  Lord'i 
answer,  when  he  rent  his  clothes,  and  accused  him  of 
blasphemy  ?  Was  the  notion  irf  a  Son  of  God  superior 
to  all  created  beings,  then  unknown  among  the  Jews  f 
See,  besides  Bishop  Bull's  Defens.  Fidei  Nicsns,  cap. 
i  sect,  i,  ^  16,  p.  18,  a  remarkable  passage  quoted  from 
Philo  Jud.  by  Dr  Bandolph,  Vindication  of  the  ioe^ 
trine  of  the  Trinily,  partL  p.  9». 


I 

I 


LETTER  V. 


DR  PRIESTLEY  makes  the  fathers  acknowledge^ 
that  the  apostles  did  not  preach  the  divinity  of  Christ 
early,  and  confidently  supposes  them  never  to  havs 
taught  it. 

According  to  the  more  general  opinion,  St  Matthew 
wrote  his  gospel  early,  and  for  the  Jews.  In  the  open* 
ing  of  this  gospel,  he  applies  the  name  Emmanuel  to 
our  Lord,  and  gives  his  own  interpretation  of  it,  Ood 
with  us :  by  which,  plain  people  conceive  him  to  mean 
what  St  Paul  expresses,  Ood  manifest  in  the  flesh  ;  and 
the  apostolical  Ignatius,  Chd  appearing  in  the  firm  tf 
a  man.    Ad;  Eph.  %bu    If  we  ate  led  intooyi  etMr^  it 


ArPEHUX. 

it  by  taking  St  Blatihew's  words  in  Chur  literal  and  qIn 
vious  sense :  and  was  he  less  solicitons  about  the  tratti 
than  even  Dr  Priestley  himself?  If  Dr  Priesdey  had 
been  to  write  a  gospel^  according  to  his  own  theology^ 
would  he  have  set  out  with  such  an  application  and 
interpretation  of  the  name  Emmanoel?  ^uod  tu  mm 
ficerii^  Ego  feci  f  might  8t  Paul  ask ;  who  writes  witfe 
Ihe  greatest  simplicity,  and  never  uses  any  ampliflcatinft 
of  any  subject  treated  by  him :  and,  as  we  may  jnaiiy 
fcenclude,  would  not  here  have  spoken  of  Christ  aa  kl 
bas  done,  but  because  he  had  very  diilhrent  notions  of 
his  dignity,  from  those  of  Dr  Priestly :  to  declare  which 
notions,  he  was  not  afraid  ot  Jewish  pnjndices  and 
cUmour. 

'  In  the  same  gospel,  our  Lord  is  intfodnMd  declaring^ 
^<No  one  knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father;  neither 
knoweth  any  one  the  Father,  save  the  SoUi  and  he  to 
whomsoever  the  Son  will  reveal  him/'  Here,  the  ne- 
gative ivltU  being  universal,  we  seem  to  be  told,  that  the 
Father  and  Son  are  incomprehensible  to  all  created  in- 
telligences ;  and  that  all  they  can  really  know  of  the 
Father,  must  be  in  and  through  the  Son,  by  his  illumi- 
nating  spirit.  Does  such  a  declaration  consist  with  Dr 
Priestley's  plan,  with  what  our  Lord  says  of  himself 
in  the  next  verse  but  one,  ^'  I  am  meek  and  lowly  in 
heart  ?'^  Utique  parum  niodeste  (sit  verba  veniaj  de 
$eip$o  locvtus  est  Christtis,  aut  alios  laquentes  audivit, 
si  nihil  interea  pneter  merum  hominem  se  esse  noveritm 
Burnet  de  Fide  et  Officiis,  p.  eo.« 


•  This  is  quoted  by  Dr  Raodolpb,  Viad.  Pwt  U,  p.  42,  where  a  simitar  pas  W 
U  cii«4  froBi  St  ChiywitMD*  \ 


The  same  Saviour,  in  the  concladiog  paragraph  of 
tbb  gospel,  commands  his  apostles  to  evangelize  all 
nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and 
•f  tlie  Son,  and  of  the  Hoty  iBhost.  Dr  Priestley  con. 
eiders  the  Holy  spirit  as  an  attribute  of  the  Father^  not 
a  person : — but  does  our  Lord,  if  be  had  only  an  ^xalU 
•d  holni^nity,  thrust  himself  ki  between  the  Most  Hlgh^ 
and  one  of  his  incommunicable  attributes  ?  or  does  lie 
loin  two  persons  with  an  attribute,  in  a  most  solemn 
Idtb  of  words,  which  leads  us  almost  inevitably  to  be* 
Veve,  that  the  third  is  a  person  also  ?  Would  such  ii 
conduct  appear  suitable  to  his  care  and  tenderness,  Kt 
fpiAe  Ins  flock  into  the  whole  truth  ?  The  supposifion 
aeeras  imposmble ;  and  nothing  can  be  nM»re  cwtdn^ 
than  that  the  very  first  evangelkt,  in  full  harmony  with 
an  the  succeeding  sacred  writers,  exhibits  to  us  the 
iivinity  of  Christ,  in  the  be^nning^  middle,  and  end  dT 
Ids  gospel. 

It  is  objected  to  this  form  of  baptism,  that  the  use  of 
it  does  not  appear  any  where  hi  the  Acts  of  the  apos. 
lies.  This  objection  is,  I  think,  well  answered  hf 
Mr  Bingham,  Yindieai  p.  S^— 4i.  particularly  frott 
Acts  xix. 

Page  63.  Towards  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph, 
Sr  Priestley  seems  to  betray  some  suspicions,  that  St 
Paul  did  in  truth  te^h  the  divinity  of  Christ. 

Page  69.  Last  paragraph*  The  reasoning  appears 
(ather  extraordimury  oa  the  passago  of  Atbanasius,  who 
seems  made,  by  Dr  Priestley,  to  consider  things  in  tb^ 
same  light,  between  which  he  is  studious  to  point  out 
^  eternal  difference. 


• ' 


-I 


iiETTEB  yn. 

f 

It  k  BO  doubt  in  1h«  Ugbart  degm  importaot  and  iaMk 
•oaag.*^  Bo  DrFriofldflycott  jay,  wheQU§erwol|ii[ 
flirpOML  Bat  how  does  tint  ofreo  villi  his  ptmiHip 
ikwnvtion^  No.  IV •  p.  80,  Iw.  ?  >■: 

PiCBlM.  BfatonewlAtliudtodifooiroryliowflM^^ 
SMHaikoBXiiiiaUiitf  and  his  tvaatment  of  the  UmtaiW 
Wh  fl*  tto  liwi*  tPity  it«nwmi^  >gfm  with  the  ohii 
VllioD  b  the  pveooding  panpapk 

F^ge  iSA.  Wm  the  hymn,  which  ai  FUny  teU«/ii^ 
fe  hie  noted  ^idcflik  ^M  enng  to  Ohiiet  pumlko,  MfVaV 
|p  ilie  tiaie  .ef  Pkiil /of  SanHMaU? 
.  PeSB.186L  Dr  Prieetley  ehooldy  I  thinlc,  have  pH^: 
tMd  that  which  aeepM  to  he  Ue  MiUng  vaaam,  that  tkn 
Imman  vdnd  b  competent  to  eeaich  all  things^  even  Urn 
deep  thingi  of  Gfod. 

Whether  he,  or  Mr  Bargh,  in  the  first  chapter  of  liii 
BcriptonJ  Confataticm,  lays  down  the  province  of 
In  the  better  way,  let  others  determine* 


No.  IV. 

PKOTIDEl)  always.  That  neither  this  act,  nor  any 

iSaose,  article,  or  thing  herein  contained,  shall  extend 
^^•%«-^to  give  aiiy  ease,  benefit,  or  advantage  to        any 

person  that  shall  deny  in  his  preaching  or  writing,  the 

doctrine  of  the  Blessed  Trfaiity,  as  it«  declared  in  (he 

aforesaid  artidea  of  religion* 


No.  V. 

1    If*  q  ML  €•  1S» 

PBOTID£D  always.  That  no  coogresatioii  or  at* 
sembly  fw  reli^on,  shall  be  pennitted  or  allowedly 
this  act,  until  the  place  of  such  meeting  shall  be  certified 
to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  or  to  the  archdeacon  of  the 
archdeaconry,  or  to  the  justices  of  the  peace,  at  the  gene- 
fal  or  quarter-sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  dijp 
Qt  place  in  which  such  meeting  shall  be  held,  and  reps* 
tered  in  the  said  bishop's  or  archdeacon's  court  respec- 
tively, or  recorded  at  the  said  general  or  quarter-sessionib 

No.  VI. 
19  G.  ni.  c.  44. 


be  it  enacted,  — —  That  every  person  dis« 

•enting  from,  the  church  in  holy  orders,  or  pretended 
boly  orders,  or  pretending  to^oly  orders,  beings  a  preach* 
«r  or  teacher  of  any  congregation  of  dissenting  Protes* 

tants,  who shall  take  the  oaths,  and  make  and  sub* 

acribe  the  declaration  against  popery,  required  by  the 
aaid  act,  (1  W.  &  M.  c.  18,)  and  shall  also  make  and 
mibscribe  a  declaration  in  the  words  following,  videlicet. 

^<  I  A.  B.  do  solemnly  declare,  in  the  presence  of 
Almighty  God,  that  1  am  a  Christian  and  a  Protestan^ 
and  as  such,  that  I  believe  that  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old 
and  New  Testament,  as  commonly  received  among  Pro- 
testant churches,  do  contain  the  revealed  will  of  Gh)d ; 
and  that  I  do  receive  the  same  as  the  rule  of  my  doctrine 


*^*^m,^ 


and  practice.'^  Shall  be— entitled  to  all  the  exemp- 
tions^ benefits^  privilegpi  and  advantages  granted  to 
Protestant  dissenting  ministers^  by  1  W.  k  M.  c.  18^ 
and  by  10  A.  c  ■  ■  and  eveiy  such  person^  qualifying 
himself  as  aforesaidi  shall  be  exempted  from  serving  in 
the  militia  of  this  kingdom^  and  slmll  alto  be  exempted 
Srmi  any  imprisonment  or  other  pmiishmeat^  by  virtue  of 
tte  act  of  lunlimi^i  kc 


SERMON 


ON  THE 


PREACHED  IN  THE 

PARISH  CHURCH 

St  MARY  NEWINGTON, 

In  Surbet,  Dec.  89, 1780* 

V 


k     I. 
1*» 


V 


SERMON, 


9^ 


LUKE  L  98. 

'Sail !  f &0U  ihit  art  highly  famourei^  the  Lord  i$ 
with  thee :  Blessed  art  thou  among  women. 

THAT  she,  who  ia  these  terms  was  saluted  by  an 
angel,  should  in  after  ages  become  an  object  of  super* 
stitions  adoration,  is  a  thing  far  less  to  be  wondered^ 
than  that  men,  professing  to  build  their  whole  hopes  of 
immortality  on  the  promises  delivered  iu  the  sacred 
books,  and  closely  interwoven  with  the  history  of  out 
Saviour's  life,  should  question  the  truth  of  the  messagiei 
which  the  angel  brought.  Some  nine  years  since,  tha 
Christian  Church,  was  no  less  astonished  than  offended^ 
by  an  extravagant  attempt*  to  heighten,  as  it  was  pre- 
tended, the  importance  of  the  Christian  revelation,  by 
overturning  one  of  those  first  principles  of  natural  rell» 
^on,  which  had  for  ages  been  considered  as  the  basis^ 


*  DUqaialipiis  reUuiog  to  Matter  Mid  Spirit^  ke.  London  177T. 
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upon  wldchfho  vhok  •apentroctore  of  revelatkNi  ttendi. 
,  Tho  notion  of  an  immaterial  principle  in  man,  wliicl^ 
without  an  impaediata  exertion  of  tlie  Divine  power,  to 
tlie  expieai  pnrpoae  of  iti  destmctioni  must  neccnari^y 
aurvive  the  diiadntiop  of  the  body;  the  notion  of  an 
immortal  aonl,  waa  condemned  and  exploded^  aa  an  in* 
▼ention  of  lieathen  philosoplqr.  Death  waa  repteaentai 
Jl^  M  an  utter  extinction  of  tlie  whole  maui  and  tlie  evaa. 

gelical  doctrine  of  a  lesnrrection  of  the  body,  in  an  faa^ 
proved  state,  to  receive  again  its  immortal  inhahltanili 
was  heightened  into  the  mystery  of  a  reproduction  of  tto 
annihilated  person.  How  a  person  once  annihDaidl 
could  be  reproduced,  so  aa  to  be  the  same  peraon  wUch 
bad  formerly  existed,  when  no  iwinciple  of  ssmenmsj 
Mlbing  neceasarily  permanent  waa  suppoied  ta^ntoa 
the  ori^nal  composiflon ;  how  the  present  person  conU 
be  interested  in  the  future  person's  fortunes ;  wlgr^ 
should  be  at  all  cmicsmed  finr  the  happiness  ot  miiMy  of 
the  man,  who  some  ages  hence  shall  be  rabed  from  wj 
ashes ;  when  the  future  man  could  be  no  otherwise  tlm 
same  with  me,  than  as  he  was  arbitrarily  to  be  called 
the  same,  because  his  body  was  to  be  composed  of  the 
same  matter  which  now  composes  mine :  these  diiBcul. 
ties  were  but  ill  explained.  It  was  thought  a  sufficient 
recommendation  of  the  system,  with  all  its  difficulties, 
that  the  promise  of  a  resurrection  of  the  body  seemed 
to  acquire  a  new  importance  from  it,  (but  the  truth  Is, 
that  it  would  lose  its  whole  importance,  if  this  system 
could  be  establbhed,  since  it  would  become  a  mere  pre- 
diction concerning  a  future  race  of  men,  and  would  be 
no  promise  to  any  men  now  existing,)  and  the  notion  of 
the  soul's  natural  immortality,  was  deemed  an  unseemly 
^appendage  of  a  Christian's  belief,  for  this  singular  rea. 
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M1I9  that  it  had  beeo  entertaioed  by  wise  and  virtooas 
heathens^  who  had  received  no  light  from  the  Christian^ 
nor^  as  it  was  supposed^  from  an  earlier  revelation. 

It  might  have  been  expected^  that  this  anxiety  to  ex* 
tinguish  every  ray  of  hope,  which  beams  not  from  the 
glorious  promises  of  the  gospel^  would  have  been  accom- 
panied  with  the  most  entire  submission  of  the  underii 
standing  to  the  letter  of  the  written  word ;  the  most  anx-i 
ious  solicitude  for  the  credit  of  the  sacred  writers ;  tha 
warmest  zeal  to  maintain  every  circumstanoe  in  the  hm* 
tory  of  our  Saviour's  life,  which  might  add  authority  to 
Ids  precepts,  and  weight  to  his  promises,  by  heightening 
the  dig^ity  of  his  person.  But  so  inconsisteat  with  itself 
is  human  folly,  that  they  who  at  one  time,  seemed  kk 
think  it  a  preliminary,  to  be  required  of  every  one  who 
woold  come  to  a  right  belief  of  the  gospel,  that  he 
■•iioold  unlearn  and  unbelieve  wliat  philosophy  had  beea 
tlwo^t  to  have  in  common  with  the  gospel,  as  if  reason 
and  revelation  could  in  nothing  agree ;  upon  other  oc* 
cnsions,  discover  an  aversion  to  the  belief  of  any  thin^ 
which  at  all  puts  our  reason  to  a  stand :  and  in  order  to 
wage  war  with  mystery,  with  the  more  advantage,  they 
Mvople  not  to  deny,  that  that  Spirit  which  enlightened 
the  first  preachers  in  the  delivery  of  their  oral  instruc- 
tion, and  rendered  them  infallible  teachers  of  the  sge 
in  which  they  lived,  directed  them  in  the  composition 
of  those  writings,  which  they  left  for  the  edification 
M  succeeding  ages.*    They  pretend  to  have  made 
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*  « I  have  frcf|QrnfW  dctltred  aqrtelf,  aot  to  be  s  believer  In  the  impiration  of 
the  evangcUstt  aiid  apo^llfv  m  writenk**  Dr  FrieiUej'B  Letters  to  Dr  Hortley, 
r^irtl.  p.  13^ 


ditcoveriea  of  inconclasive  reasoning  in  tlie  •pistles  i* 
of  doubtful  facto  in  the  gospels:  and  appealing  froia 
the  testimony  of  the  apostles  to  their  own  judgmentsy 
ihey  have  not  scmpled  to  declare  their  opinion^  that  the 
miracuhu9  toneeption  of  our  Lordy  is  a  subject^  ^^  with 
respect  to  which^  any  person  is  at  fall  liberty  to  think| 
ms  the  evidence  shall  appear  to  him^  without  any  im- 
peachment of  his  faith  or  character  as  a  Christian.'^t 
And  lest  a  simple  avowal  of  this  extraordinary  opinion 
•hould  not  be  sufficiently  offensive,  it  is  accompanied 
with  certain  obscure  insinuations^  the  reserved  meaning 
of  which  we  are  little  anxious  to  divine,  which  seem  in- 
tended to  prepare  the  world  not  to  be  surprised,  if  some- 
thing still  more  extravagant,  if  more  extravagant  may 
be,  should  in  a  little  time  be  declared. 

We  are  assembled  this  day,  to  commemorate  our 
Lord's  Nativity.  It  is  not  as  the  birth-day  of  a  prophet 
that  this  day  is  sanctified ;  but  as  the  anniversary  of  that 
great  event,  which  had  been  announced  by  the  whole 
succession  of  prophets,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world; 
and  in  which  the  predictions  concerning  the  manner  of 
the  Messiah's  advent,  received  their  complete  and  literal 
accomplishment.  In  the  predictions,  as  well  as  in  the 
corresponding  event,  the  circumstance  of  the  miraculous 
conception,  makes  so  principal  a  part,  that  we  shall  not 
easily  find  subjects  of  meditation,  more  suited  either  to 
the  season,  or  to  the  times,  than  these  two  points  ;  the 
importance  of  this  doctrine,  as  an  article  of  the  Chris- 
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flan  faith,  and  the  saffldeoGy  of  the  eridence  by  whkh 
the  fact  19  snpported. 

First,  for  the  importance  of  the  doctrine,  as  an  article 
of  the  faith ;  it  is  evidently  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
distinction  between  the  diaracter  of  Christ,  in  the  condik 
tion  of  a  man,  and  that  of  any  other  prophet.  Had  the 
conception  of  Jesus  been  in  the  natural  way  $  had  he 
been  the  fimit  of  Mary's  marriage  with  her  husband,  his 
intercourse  with  the  Deity  could  have  been  of  no  other 
kind,  than  the  nature  of  any  other  man  might  have 
equally  admitted  :  an  intercourse  of  no  higher  kind  than 
the  prophets  enjoyed,  when  their  minds  were  enlighteii* 
ed  by  the  extraordinary  influeiice  of  the  Holy  SpiriL 
The  information  conveyed  to  Jesus,  might  have  been 
clearer  and  more  extensive,  than  any  imparted  to  any 
Ibrmer  prophet ;  but  the  manner  and  the  means  of  com« 
nanication,  must  have  been  the  same.  The  holy  Scrip* 
tares  speak  a  very  different  language :  they  tell  us,  that 
the  ^  same  God  who  spake  in  times  past  to  the  fathers 
by  the  prophets,  hath  in  these  latter  days  spoken  unto 
us  by  his  Son  ;''*  evidently  establishing  a  distinction 
of  Christianity  from  preceding  revelations,  upon  a  dis- 
tinction  between  the  two  c^racters  of  a  prophet  of  God, 
and  of  God's  Son.  Moses,  the  great  lawgiver  of  the 
Jews,  is  described  in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy,  as  su- 
perior to  all  succeeding  prophets,  for  the  intimacy  of  his 
intercourse  with  God,  for  the  variety  of  his  miracles,  and 
for  the  authority  with  which  he  was  invested.  ^^  There 
arose  not  a  prophet  in  Israel  like  unto  Moses,  whom 
Jehovah  knew  face  to  lace  :  in  all  the  signs  and  wonders 
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which  Jehovah  sent  him  to  do  in  Um  lind  of  Bgypt,  to 
Pharoafi^  and  all  his  aervanta^  and  to  all  liia  land  :  and 
in  all  that  mighty  hand^  and  in  all  the  g:eat  terror^ 
which  Moies  showed  in  the  sight  of  all  Israel."*  Tot 
this  great  prophet^  raised  np  to  be  the  leader  and  the 
legislator  of  God's  pec^le ;  this  greatest  of  the  prophete, 
with  whom  Jehovah  conversed  face  to  dee,  as  a  man 
talketh  with  his  friend ;  bore,  as  we  are  toldi  to  Jesosy 
Ae  humble  relation  of  a  servant  to  a  son  :t  and  lest 
the  superiority  on  the  side  of  the  Son^  should  be  deem* 
ed  a  mere  superiority  of  the  oflBce  to  which  he  was  apr 
pcnntedy  we  are  told,  that  the  Son  is  ^<  higher  than  the 
angels/'  beiug  the  effulgence  of  God's  gjlory,  the  express 
image  of  his  person/'];  the  God  ^^  whose  throne  is  for- 
aver  and  ever^  the  sceptre  of  whose  kingdom  is  a  sceptif 
of  righteousness  :"|  and  this  high  dignity  of  the  Son,  is 
alleged  as  a  motive  for  religious  obedience  to  his  coa- 
mands,  and  for  reliance  on  his  promises.  It  is  this  in- 
deed which  gives  such  authority  to  his  precepts^  and 
such  certainty  to  his  whole  doctrine,  as  render  faith  in 
him  the  first  duty  of  religion  :  had  Christ  been  a  mere 
prophet,  to  believe  in  Christ  had  been  the  same  thing  as 
to  believe  in  John  the  Bapt^t.  The  messages  indeed, 
announced  on  the  part  of  God  by  Christ,  and  by  John 
the  Baptist,  might  have  been  different ;  and  the  impor- 
tance of  the  different  messages  unequal ;  but  the  priuci* 
pie  of  belief  iu  either,  must  have  been  the  same. 

Hence  it  appears,  that  the  intercourse  which  Christ| 
as  a  man,  held  with  Gt)d,   was  different  in  kind,  from 
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fliat  wbich  the  greatest  of  the  prophets  ever  had  enjoy- 
ed :  and  yet  how  it  should  differ,  otherwise  than  in  the 
degree  of  frequency  and  intimacy,  it  will  not  be  very  easy 
to  explain ;  unless  we  adhere  to  the  faith  transmitted  to 
US  from  the  primitive  ages,  and  believe  that  the  Eternal 
Wordy  who  was  in  the  beginning  with  Ckid,  and  was 
Gody  so  joined  to  himself  the  holy  thing,  which  was 
formed  in  Mary's  womb,  that  the  two  natures,  from  the 
commencement  of  the  virgin's  conception,  made  one  per- 
•on.    Between  Ood  and  any  living  being,   having  a 
distinct  personality  of  his  own,  separate  from  the  God« 
head,  no  other  communion  could  obtain,  than   what 
should  consist  in  the  action  of  the  Divine  Spirit,  upon 
the  faculties  of  the  separate  person.    This  commuiiion 
with  Gk)d,  the  prophets  enjoyed :  but  Jesus,  according 
to  the  primitive  doctrine,  was  so  united  to  the  ever-living 
Word,  that  the  very  existence  of  the  man,  consisted  in 
this  union.*    We  shall  not  indeed  find  this  proposition, 
that  the  existence  of  Mary's  Bon  consisted  from  the  first, 
and  ever  shall  consist,  in  hb  union  with  the  Word ;  we 


*  8oTheod<»«t9  in  the  fourth  of  hk  Seven  Dialogues  about  the  Trioitj^  pub* 
lidied  under  the  name  of  Athanaabs.  The  persons  in  this  dialogue,  are  an 
Orthodox  BeReTer,  and  an  ApolUnarian.  The  Apollinarian  asks,  Om  icfr  k?  Tw^vr 
mtBfamcy  tlie  Believer  replies,  torn  *tt  Ae>«  sn  «»6fa«ro»  mnw  otfa,  t^nt^Xf  nn  ymp 
«snc({ir  mmt  9  m  m»m  tu  Asyn  >r«^«.  To  the  same  purpose  Joannes  Daniaecc- 
muMf  ■  a*  yof  mftMrofmav  aceflT  mvTw  ntftu  hhAh  0'  dwoc  A0>5c»  fle>^*  *6Xx>r9-atr  ts 

«paHnM  9«f</*-^,  ATT02"0  AOTOl  rENOMEKOZ  TH  2APKI  *TUOJ,1AVZ 
De  Fide  Orthodoxft,  lib.  3.  eap.  ii ;  and  again,  eap.  vii.    'Ea-dLfxjotltu  Tomjv  ^ 

mtt  mthn  ;i[p/u«7ir«f  ts  rttfu  u;r^«s»V  *n  Oar  A0>«  vimcMnp.  So  also  Cire^-viy 
VnzlaDien,  u  T<r  iuanmrKaa^M  rot  mt^^atrw,  ti6*  virotdvtwM  M).oi  dicr,  kiltKnl^. 
■  Iwc  flK  *9  tarfn^n  hwyct  Jt«7«  Al^  m^nnmrn^  m^xm.  /u«r  kxT  hti'l   0ur".-^^tt 

Ti  x«i  avHLvlM^Mf  m  tutt;  TH  nfwP.n^  «-^P>«Mf « fjMfJjn  it  mMfnc  tus  SNir7Mc.  Epist^ 
ad  Cltdim.  J. 


SI0  •  AJmmK.   .' 

dun  MtindlUi  ptvporitta, 4i tlM» tama ii acrip*, 
torn.  Woold  t»  CM  tlw  neceiMily  aefcr  bad  aiiwBy  «C 
italiiig  tte  dMoofiriM  nf  levelation  Ui  vetaphijncal 
fwpoiitioBit  The  iatpired  writers  deliTerad  tlmr  waif^ 
Ufaleet  dedriiie%  io  pepolur  Unggegs  and  ahefaiwJji 
ae  nodi  ee  it  wee  poedble  to  ebetpie^  ftoei  a  pli^ilMfi 
fkfeal  phnaedliigj.  By  ttie  perpetual  cavils  ef  gMMijF«| 
ers,  and  tlie  diflodties  wlddi  tlMgr  liave  raised^  \^ 
•eacbersy  in  Umi  sisertiou  eff  tlie  easM  doctriaea,  liav% 
ken  reduced  to  tlie  unpleasing  ueceesiijt  ef  aTaiUi^ 
flwselvee  ef  tlie  fteete  peddoa  ef  a  less  flkudiai; 


But  if  we  ind  not  ike  esM  propeeitin  in  the  eauM^ 
wonii  in  Scripture,  we  And  in  Scr^tue  what  aaKMU^ 
to  a  dear  proof  ef  the  proposition,.   Weindtheduub 
iolsristidLpropertiesef  Inttnafarei^thehnnuuiand  th(| 
jttvfawyOGiibedtodieeaMepeiiOBu    Wereadof  Jeaa|y 
that  lie  sniibred  fimn  hungor  and  flmn  Citigne  $  thatlia 
wept  for  griefy  and  was  distressed  with  fear ;  that  h^ 
was  obnoxious  to  all  the  evils  of  homamty,  except  the 
propensity  to  sin.    We  read  of  the  same  Jesas,  that  lie 
had  ^<  glory  with  the  Father  before  the  world  b^an;''^^ 
that  ^^  all  things  were  created  by  him^f  both  in  heaven 
and  in  earth,  visible  and  invisible;  whether  they  be 
thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities,  or  powers ;  all 
things  were  created  by  him,  and  for  him'^|  and  <<  he 
npholdeth  all  things  by  the  word  of  his  power  :||  and 
that  we  may  in  some  sort  understand,  how  infirmity 
and  perfection  should  thus  meet  iu  the  same  person^ 
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we  are  told  by  St  Jolm^  that  the  ^Weti  waa  made 
flesh.'' 

It  was  clearly^  thneforei  the  doctriiie  of  holy  writ»- 
mnd  nothing  else,  which  the  fathers  asserted  in  termt 
borrowed  from  the  schools  of  philosophy^  when  thqr 
affirmed^  that  the^yery  principle  of  personalty  and  in^ 
dividual  existence,  in  Mary's  Son,  was  nnion  with  tha 
uncreated  Word.*  A  doctrine,  in  which  a  miracnloav 
conception  woald  have  been  implied,  had  the- thing  noV 
been  recorded;  since  a  maa,  cenceived  u the  ordinaiy 
way,  would  have  derived  the  principles  oThis  existence 
hem  the  mere  physieat  powers  of  generation.  Union 
with  the  Divine  nature,  could  not  have  been  tiie  priki- 
dple  of  an  existence  physically  derived  from  Adam  f 
and  that  iothnate  union  of  God  and  man,  in  the  B^ 
deemer^s  person,  which  the  Scriptures  sa  clearly  acs^ 
liad  been  a  physical  impossibility. 

But,  we  need  not  go  so  high  as  to  the  Divine  natort 
of  cor  Lord,  te  evince  the  necessity  of  his  miraculouc 
conception  r  it  was  necessary  to  the  scheme  of  redemp* 
tien>  by  the  Redeemer's  offuring  of  himself  as  an  expiSK- 
tiHfy  sacrifice^  that  the  manner  of  his  conception  should 
be  such ;  that  he  should  in  no  degree  partake  of  the 
Batural  pollution  of  the  fallen  raee^  whose  guilt  he  came 
to  atone,  nor  be  included  in  the  general  condemnation 
ef  Adam'^B  progeny.  In  what  the  stain  of  original  sior 
may  consist,  and  in  what  manner  it  may  be  propagated^^ 


*  'O  «v  Gfsc  A«}ec  ^ftftu^^  WTfrm  m  tn  4^01  dw^M  luOtnu/uam  font  itvAjcGr 
ivn.  De  Jblde  Ortho^oxa-  lib.  3.  np.  sd. 
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ttii  Mtto  MorfNiMl  pnrpQit  te  kqolM:  k  bndk 
denl^  that  Adam's  crime,  by  the  appointment  irfPjrQfi* 
ilence,  invoWed )m  whole poeterilgr  In  pottiehmenL  ^In 
MAmm,^  mg9  thenpOiOey  <<aU  dk:?^  and  Ibrminr 
]|vea  tboa  finrfirfte^ 

■n  ranojMn:;  nor,  li^  the  Divine  eentanoe  onlj,  inflicting 
j^path  on  the  prageny, fbr the oibnceof  the  pngBniftQifi 
lint  by  the  jifoper  goHt  rf  hb  own  ftin%  every  one  flpnin^ 
^y  natnral  daeoent  from  the  kina  of  Adam,  ia  a  deiitat 
t»  Dinne  Jmtfce,  and  incapable  of  becoming  a  mediaiatf 
1^  Ida  b^etbien.  "^In  many  Ihiiigi,^  aaya  StJame% 
^W9fflb|»4«lL''t  ^If  we  oaythaft  we  baveimmi^ 
«n  dec#vn  oniaetvei,*' aalih  St.  jQh%  ^  end  the  InA 
l^iKMi  mA^^  aiqr  man  ain,  we  iMkfe  an  adTocaia 
with  the  IMMik.'Mne  Ohriet  the  righteone  i  and  hnii 
^ttfifm^^  Bven  we  Ohriatiaanni 

offend,  without  eiception  ttven  of  the  ifat  and  bert' 
Christiaae^  tin  apoeaee.  BaiSt  John  clearly  eepweteo 
the  righteoQs  advocate  from  the  mam  of  those  offendera 
•*>-that  any  Chriatian  is  enabled,  by  the  apsistance  oC 
God's  Spirit,  to  attain  to  that  degree  of  purity,  which 
may  entitle  him  to  the  future  benefits  of  the  redemption, 
is  itself  a  present  benefit  of  the  propitiation  which  hath 
been  made  for  us :  and  he,  who,  under  the  assault  of 
every  temptation,  maintained  that  unsullied  innocence^ 
which  gives  merit  and  efficacy  to  his  sacrifice  and  intoN 
cession,  could  not  be  of  the  number  of  those,  whose 
offences  called  for  an  expiation,  and  whose  frailties 
needed  a  Divine  assistance,  to  raise  them  effectually 
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from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  God.  In  brief, 
the  coDdemnation  and  the  iniquity  of  Adam's  progeny, 
were  universal.  To  reverse  the  universal  sentence,  and 
to  purge  the  universal  corruption,  a  Redeemer  was  to 
be  found,  pure  of  every  stain  of  inbred  and  contracted 
guilt :  and  since  every  person,  produced  in  the  natural 
way,  could  not  but  be  of  the  contaminated  race ;  ttia 
parity,  requisite  to  the  eflBcacy  of  the  Redeemer's  atone- 
ment,  made  it  necessary,  that  ttie  manner  of  bis  concep- 
tion should  be  supernatural. 

Thus,  yon  see  the  necessary  connexion  of  the  minu 
cnlous  conception,  with  the  other  articles  of  the  Chris- 
tian faith — the  incarnation  of  the  Divine  Word,  so 
roundly  asserted  by  St  John,  and  so  clearly  implied  ia 
innumerable  passages  of  holy  writ,  in  any  other  way, 
had  been  impossible ;  arid  the  Redeemer's  atonement 
inadequate  and  ineffectual :  insomuch  that,  had  the  ex-» 
traordinary  manner  of  our  Lord's  generation  made  no 
part  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  the  opinion  might  have 
lieen  defended,  as  a  thiug  clearly  implied  in  tlie  evan- 
gelical doctrine. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  were  not  difBcult  to  show,  that 
the  miraculous  conception,  once  admitted,  naturally 
brings  up  after  it,  the  great  doctrines  of  the  atonement 
and  the  incarnation.  The  miraculous  conception  of  our 
Lord,  evidently  implies .  some  higher  purpose  of  his 
coming,  than  the  mere  business  of  a  teacher ;  the  bust* 
Bess  of  a  teacher,  might  have  been  performed  by  a  mart 
man,  enlightened  by  the  prophetick  spirit :  for,  whatev- 
er instruction  men  have  the  capacity  to  receive,  a  man 
might  have  been  made  the  instrument  to  convey.  Had 
teaching,  therefore,  been  the  sole  purpose  of  our  Sa- 
viour's coming,  a  mere  man  might  have  done  the  whole 
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basiness  ;  and  the  aaiiernatural  concc[>tiun,  bad  Iieen  BH 
unneceeeary  miracle  :  He,  Uierefore,  w)io  came  m  tbis 
■traculoua  way,  came  upon  some  higher  busioeBs,  to 
which  a  mere  man  was  unequal.  He  came  to  be  made 
a  nn-uETeriog  for  us,  "  tliat  we  might  be  maile  the  right- 
eoQsoesi  of  Ood  in  bim."* 

So  close,  therefore,  is  tbe  connexion  of  this  extraordi. 
Bary  fact  with  tlie  cardinal  doctrines  of  the  gospel,  that 
it  may  be  jastly  deemed  a  oecessary  branch  of  the 
•cheme  of  redamption ;  and  in  no  other  light  was  it  cod* 
Bidered  by  Ht  Paul,  who  mentions  it  among  tlie  charac< 
temticks  of  the  Redeemer,  that  lie  should  be  "  made  of 
B  woman  :''t  '<■  ^^^  short  sentence,  8t  Paul  bears  a  re- 
■arkable  testimony  to  the  truth  of  (he  evangelical  hUto- 
ty^  in  this  circumstance ;  and  you,  ray  brethren,  have  not 
80  learned  Christ,  but  that  you  will  prefer  the  testimony 
of  St  Paul,  to  the  rash  judgment  of  those,  who  have 
dared  to  tax  this  *'  chosen  vessel"  of  the  Lord,  with 
OTor  and  inaoconu^. 

The  opioioiL  of  these  men,  ia  indeed  the  leas  to  be 
regarded,  for  the  want  of  insight,  whkh  they  discover, 
into  tbe  real  iDtereslB  and  proper  connexions  of  their 
owD  syBteiii :  it  ii  by  no  neaos  sufficient  for  their  pur- 
pose, that  they  uuiat  not  on  tbe  belief  of  the  miracaloas 
CMiception— they  must  insist  apon  the  disbelief  of  it,  if 
Ibej  expect  to  make  disoeming  men  proselytes  to  thur 
BociniBD  doctrine :  they  mast  disprove  i^  before  they 
«u  reduce  the  gospel  to  what  their  scheme  of  interpre- 
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teiioii  nakei  it,— -a  mere  relif^n  of  natait^  a  system  of 
Ae  best  practical  Deism^  enforced  by  the  sanction  of 
high  rewards,  and  formidable  panishments,  in  a  futare 
life ;  which  are  yet  no  rewards  and  no  punishments,  bni 
•imply  the  enjoyments  and  the  sufferings  of  a  new  race 
nf  men,  to  be  made  out  of  old  materials ;  and  therefore 
constitute  no  sanction,  when  the  principles  of  the  mate- 
rialist, are  incorporate4  with  those  of  the  Socinian,  in 
ihe  finished  creed  of  the  modem  Unitarian. 

Having  seen  the  importance  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
niracoloos  conception,  as  an  article  of  our  faith ;  let  us 
in  the  next  place  consider  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence, 
by  which  the  fact  is  supported. 

We  have  for  it,  the  express  testimony  of  two  out  of 
Hie  four  evangelists :  of  St  Matthew,  whose  gospel  was 
published  in  Judea,  within  a  few  years  after  our  Lord^s 
ascension ;  and  of  St  Luke,  whose  narrative  was  com- 
posed, as  may  be  collected  from  the  author's  short  pre- 
fiu^e,  to  prevent  the  mischief  that  was  to  be  apprehend* 
ed,  from  some  pretended  histories  of  our  Saviour's  life, 
in  which  the  truth  was  probably  blended  with  many 
legendary  tales.  It  is  very  remarkable,  that  the  fiict 
cyf  the  miraculous  conception,  should  be  found  in  the 
first  of  the  four  gospels ;  written  at  a  time,  when  many 
of  the  near  relations  of  the  Holy  Family  must  have 
been  living,  by  whom  the  story,  had  it  been  false,  had 
been  easily  confuted :  that  it  should  be  found  again  in 
Bt  Luke's  gospel ;  written  for  the  peculiar  use  of  the 
converted  Gentiles,  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  fur- 
nishing a  summaiy  of  authentick  facts,  and  of  suppres- 
sing  spurious  narrations.  Was  it  not  ordered  by  some 
peculiar  providence  of  God^  that  the  two  great  branches 

of  the  primitivo  church,  ttia  Hebrew  congreg&tions,  for 
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which  St  Matthew  wrote,  and  the  Greek  congregatiouff, 
for  which  St  Luke  wrote,  should  find  an  express  record 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  each  in  its  proper  gospel  ? 
Or,  if  we  consider  the  testimony  rf  the  writers,  simply 
as  historians  of  the  times  in  which  they  lived,  without 
regard  to  their  inspiration,  which  is  not  admitted  by  the 
adversary;  were  not  Matthew  and  Luke,  Matthew^ 
one  of  the  twelve  apostles  of  our  Lord,  and  Luke,  the 
companion  of  St  Paul,  competent  to  examine  the  evi« 
dence  of  the  facts  which  they  have  recorded  P  Is  it 
likely  that  they  have  recorded  facts,  upon  the  credit  of 
m  vague  report,  without  examination  ?  and  was  it  re* 
served  for  the  Unitarians  of  the  eighteenth  century,  to 
detect  their  errors  ?  St  Luke,  thought  himself  parti- 
cularly well  qualified  for  the  work  in  which  he  en* 
gaged,  by  hb  exact  knowledgs  of  the  story  which  ha 
undertook  to  vrrite,  in  all  its  circumstances,  from  the 
very  beginning :  it  is  said,  indeed,  by  a  writer  of  the 
very  first  antiquity,  and  high  in  credit,  that  bis  gospel 
was  composed  from  St  Paul's  sermons  ;  ^'  Luke,  the  at- 
tendant of  St  Paul,''  says  Irensus,  ^^  pot  into  his  book 
the  gospel  preached  by  that  apostle :"  this  being  pre- 
mised, attend  1  beseech  you,  to  the  account  which  St 
Luke  gives  of  his  own  undertaking  :  ^'  it  seemed  good 
to  me  also,  having  had  perfect  understanding  of  all 
things  from  the  very  first,  to  write  unto  thee  in  order^ 
most  excellent  Theophilos;  that  thou  mightest  know 
the  certainty  of  those  things,  wherein  thou  hast  been 
instructed."  The  last  verse  might  be  more  literally 
rendered  ^^that  thou  might  know  the  exact  truth  of 
those  doctrines,  wherein  thou  hast  been  gatrchised  :'' 
St  Luke's  gospel  therefore^^  if  the  writer's  own  word 
may  be  taken  about  his  own  work;  is  an  historical  ex«» 
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j^osition  of  the  Ctteckiam^  which  Thtophilus  had  letro*^ 
ed,  when  be  was  first  made  a  Christiaii.  The  two  first 
articles^  ia  this  historical  exposition,  are  the  history  of 
the  Baptist^s  birth,  and  that  of  Marjr's  miracalous  im^ 
pregnation :  we  have  much  more  therefore^  than  the 
iestimooy  of  St  Luke,  in  addition  to  that  of  8t  Mat* 
thew,  to  the  tmth  of  the  fact  of  the  miraculoos  concept 
tion ;  we  have  the  testimony  of  8t  Lnke,  that  this  fad^ 
was  a  part  of  the  earliest  catechetical  instmction :  a 
part  of  the  catechism,  no  doubt,  which  Bt  Paul's  con« 
verts  learnt  of  the  apostle.  Let  this  then  be  your  an4 
•wer,  if  any  man  shall  ask  you  a  reason  of  this  part  of 
your  fiuth ;  tell  him,  that  you  have  been  lesjming  St 
Paul's  catechism. 

From  what  hath  been  said,  you  will  easily  peroeiv^ 
that  the  evidence  of  the  fact  of  our  Lord's  miraculous 
conception,  is  answerable  to  the  great  importance  of 
the  doctrine ;  and  you  will  esteem  it  an  objection  of  little 
weight,  that  the  modem  advocates  of  the  Unitarian 
tenets,  cannot  otherwise  ^ve  a  colour  to  their  wretched 
Cause,  than  by  denying  the  inspiration  of  the  sacred 
lustorians,  that  they  may  seem  to  themselves  at  liberty 
to  reject  their  testimony.  You  will  remember,  that  the 
doctrines  of  the  Christian  revelation,  were  not  original* 
ly  delivered  in  a  system ;  but  interwoven  in  the  history 
of  our  Saviour's  life :  to  say  therefore  that  the  first 
preachers  were  not  inspired,  in  the  composition  of  the 
sarratives  in  which  their  doctrine  is  conveyed,  is  nearly 
the  same  thing,  as  to  deny  their  inspiration  in  the 
general:  you  will,  perhaps,  think  it  incredible,  that 
they,  who  were  assisted  by  the  Divine  Spirit,  when 
they  preached,  should  be  deserted  by  thtt  Spirit,  when 
they  committed  what  they  had  preached  to  writing :  yoa 
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wm  ihiat  it  i^wiliilitei  tJMit  tlwy,  wto  wm  udMiai; 
wifli  the  1^  €1  tteendng  ipirittt  dtoald  be  ndowdl; 
wifli  no  1^ of  difcenung  flie troth  offfiMlit  yoavitt 
nooBeet  om  intuee  upon  focord»  in  wUdr  Bt  FMit 
dstoiitid  n  MnlMbd  by  the  light  of  imfiiralion;  ii« 
yoowSI  pirhqpi  be  incUned  to  think,  thel  U  oonU  hi 
of  no  kit  inifMitence  to  the  chnreby  that  the  tfpoilte 
omi^^elfaliy  diooia  be  enebled  to  detect  ftliehoodo  itf 
the huloiy  or  eor  SnTiooee  life;  thin  ftat  St  PM« 
elMdd  be  raibkd  to  detect  Anaidn^f  lie,  ahont  tki 
Hk  of  Uv  eetaie.  Too  will  thhik  it  vdiknly,  that  th^F 
Who  weieled  hgrtbe  Spirit  into  all  tralfa,  ahooldbo 
pennitted  to  lead  tte  wiiole  chinch  for  nany  ajgia  into 
«iw:  that  thej  should  be  permitted  to  leave  beldnd 
flmn,  ae  antheafidt  memolrf  ^  their  BMatn^alife,  nar« 
imfiyea  compiled  with  little  judgment  or  adeotfaMii  froil 
the  storiea  irfthe  dajr^fiinn  ftcte  and  fictions  in  proaris-' 
ciUNis  circalation :  the  credulity,  which  swtillows  these 
contradictions,  while  it  strains  at  mysteries ;  is  not  tlie 
Cuth  winch  will  remove  mountains^  The  Ebionites  of 
antiqfiityy  little  as  they  were  famed  for  penetratkm  and 
discernment,  managed  liowever  the  aflEairs  of  the  secl^ 
with  more  discretion  than  oar  modem  Unitarians ;  they 
questioned  not  ibe  insphntion  of  the  books  which  they* 
feceifed ;  but  they  received  only  one  book,  a  spnrions 
copy  of  Bt  Matthew^s  gospel>  curtailed  of  the  twa  first 
chapters.  Ton  will  think  it  no  inconsiderable  confir* 
nation  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  tliat  the  sect  which 
first  denied  it  to  palliate  their  infidelity,  found  it  ne* 
cessary  to  reject  three  of  the  gospels^  and  to  mutilate 
the  fourth. 

Not  in  words  therefore  and  in  form,  but  with  hearts 
ftill  of  fSdth  and  gratitude,  you  will  join  in  the  sdemn 


ON  THE  INCARNATION  3jg| 

service  of  the  day,  and  return  thanks  to  Ood,  ^^  who 
gave  bis  only  begotten  Son  to  take  our  nature  upon  him, 
and,  as  at  this  time,  to  be  born  of  a  pure  Virgin.''  You 
vrill  always  remember,  that  it  is  the  great  use  of  a 
sound  faith,  that  it  furnishes  the  most  effectual  motives 
to  a  good  life.  Yon  will  therefore  not  rest  in  the  merit 
of  a  speculative  faith.  Ton  will  make  it  your  constant 
endeavour,  that  your  lives  may  adorn  your  profession 

that  ^^  your  light  may  so  shine  before  men,  that  they^ 

seeing  your  good  works,  may  glorify  your  Father  which 
is  in  heaven.'' 


41 


REMARKS 

UPPN 

t 

DR  PRIESTLEY'S 

SECOJ^D  LETTERS 

TO  THE 

ARCHDEACON  OF  ST  ALBAN'S, 

WITH 

PROOFS  OP  CERTAIN  FACTS  ASSERTED  BY  THE 

ARCHDEACON. 


PART  FIRST. 


REMARKS. 

WHEN  first  I  had  the  pleasnre  to  peruse  the  Se« 
cond  Letters  addressed  to  me  by  Doctor  Priestley^  apon 
ihe  subject  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  1  was  not  ill  satisfiied 
to  find  the  performance  such^  both  in  matter  and  style^ 
as  might  have  released  me  from  all  obligation  to  a  for* 
mal  reply ;  although  I  had  made  no  previous  declara- 
tion of  the  resolution,  in  which  I  aifi  fixed,  never  to  enter 
into  a  useless  disquisition  upon  the  main  qiiestion — an 
exhausted  subject,  in  which  nothing  new  is  to  be  said 
on  either  side ; — ^nor  to  ptmme  an  interminable  control 
versy  with  one,  whom,  vnth  Ugh  respect  for  his  natural 
abilities,  and  for  his  attainments  in  some  parts  of  learn* 
ing,  I  must  still  call  an  insufficient  antagonist  The 
dislike  of  trouble  in  my  natural  disposition  is  so  strong, 
as  too  often,  I  fear,  to  strive  for  the  mastery  with  better 
principles.  I  was  well  satisfied  to  find,  that  in  the  con* 
test  with  Dr  Priestley,  I  was  at  liberty  to  indulge  my 
indolence,  without  seeming  to  desert  my  cause :  that  his 
bool(,  abounding  in  new  specimens  of  that  confident  ig* 
norance,  wliich  in  these  subjects  is  the  most  prominent 
feature  in  his  writings,  and  in  ttpreasion»  of  flieiy  re- 


•B  «mir^  i»  1li6.«n^  "^hifith  in  nj  oxtti  kite  to ]]^ 
Kriesaqr,  1  jvMo  to  the  aattiodlgr  of  Giotiii%  mmm§ 
•therty  in  mpport  of  the  qpinion,  which  I  mmUiktfM 
tjhe  4Nrt]iodiiNqr  4f  the  Nuaiweiiy  in  the  #rtic|b  of  «| 
|4Kd'4  lUrisilar*  0!i^  PriM<l^7f  in  hii  Fint  l«tftMi # 
IM^  miAf  1$mtl  «M\nDSDkr  in  «98«tiqg  this;. if 
fHponr  fbMi  I WM  ngt  aingaUr  in  the  aMwrt^,  (wfe^i 
ivin^.  the  thins  MMrted;  for  the  proof  of  ttuft  )l)oi|li| 
entneljiriipqii  what  ie  to  he  fonpd  in  iuid4^.«i|lii!ni 
hut  19  diipfqye  the  pwtended  itpvelty  of  thp  tmiimii 
I  gOlABBfl  ttoMthmtiM  of  Gh9tiii%  Yptnisi  filpmM 
ei4  Bnethw :  ^  hei^.e^F«iiiuM^^  Mje  py  wtvsnlllb 
in  th^  third  nf  hie  Second  l4)ttw 

hli^^f  Iheie  Mttwiritief^  t?^ 

fkOiDg yen, aqd iejipg  HP mch thiqSM ym HWift»# 
hip  :'^#  thenar  to  proFe  thfti^iPtias  &i}e  me,  «i4  IHH 
noMch  tfaiogM  Ipeciabe  to  hieii  Dr  Prjeitley  prqilmp 
e  paesage  fironi  Ghrotios^  to  which  I  never  meant  to  al- 
lude, and  which  is  indeed  nothing  t^  the  purpose,  bol 
he  takes  no  notice  of  the  passage  dpon  which  my  agser- 
tion  was  built,  and  to  which  the  margin  of  my  publicft* 
tion  referred  him. 

D.  The  satisfaction,  which  it  gave  me  to  find  myself 
thus  confuted,  was  still  increased,  by  the  retractation  of 
this  confutation  in  my  adversary's  Appendix,  No.  IIL 
A  retractation,  which,  in  effect,  is  little  less  than  a  cpiK 
fession  of  the  fraudulent  trick,  which,  had  not  the  ait- 
vice  of  friends  seasonably  interposed,  it  is  too  evident 
he  meant  to  put  upon  the  publick — 1  say  upon  the  pub* 
;  for  upon  me  he  could  not  think  that  it  would 


*  Sewod  Letteics  p.  SO. 


9Jar  h  flicoin)  lbttbbs. 

pass ;  whatever  may  be  his  opinion  of  m j  learning ; 
he  has,  I  believe,  had  some  experience  of  my  vigilancef 
in  watching  the  movements  of  an  enemy ;  and  he  conld 
not  imagine,  that  the  passage  which  he  produces,  would 
pass  with  myself  for  that  which  I  cited.  But  he  hat 
heard  perhaps  from  those  who  know  me,  of  the  const!* 
tutional  indolence  which  domineers  in  my  disposition  \ 
and  under  this  circumstance,  and  the  declaration  whicht 
I  liad  made  of  my  intention  to  give  him  no  reply,  h* 
thought  himself  secure  against  detection. 

6.  I  must  acknowledge  another  gratification  which  I 
received  from  this  same  No.  III.  of  Dr  Priestley's  Ap- 
pendix ;  I  learnt  from  it,  that  Grotius,  *<  when  he  speaks 
of  the  Nazarenes,  as  holding  the  common  faith  of  other 
Christians,  with  respect  to  Christ ;''  meant  only  that  they 
held  something,  which  was  itot  the  common  faith  of 
other  Christians  :^  and  that  8ulpitins  Severus,  when 
he  says  that  <<  all  the  Jewish  Christians  till  the  time  of 
Adrian,  held  that  Christ  was  Gkid,  though  they  observ* 
ed  the  law  of  Moses,  ^Christum  Deum  $ub  legis  obser^ 
vatione  credebantyj  is  to  be  considered  as  having  said 
nothing  more,  than  that  almost  all  the  Jews  of  Jerosa* 
lem  were  Christians,  though  they  observed  the  law  of 
Moses.^'t  Certainly,  the  learned  commentator  and  the 
historian,  are  to  be  so  understood :  for  were  they  to  be  un* 
derstood  in  the  plain  meaning  of  their  words,  they  woald 
flatly  contradict  Dr  Priestley ;  which  however,  if  they  had 
done,  it  would  have  been  no  great  matter :  for  any  writer^ 
who  may  contradict  Dr  Priestley,  is  little  to  be  regarded. 


*  <*  By  the  eommon  fftilh  ^ f  ChrbtitM  in  that  twljr  •(••  Gmiol  M  dtabuneapt 
bis  ram  ofdnion,  &e."    Seeoad  Letter^  p.  S17. 
t  Seeood  L«tttrt,  p.  ^1. 
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.  ,.7vl^r  PfiMilqr.liM  bMi  rwdiag^  the  FAxmMdiOf 
HqyiDjj^  ia«gl|*  th^.Gteek  langnftge  mnnX  yM«|4i 
jtV^wringtpniy  jli6  comoeiYgd  himaelf  well.qodifled.  W»<< 
j^Hmtei;  Uitl  ^rflbiind.lx^    The  beneUt,  y lach-hn jMp' 

JtyjpacrwpqDdA  with  lay  notioo  of  bis  aluIitiM  ftfev^ll 
fWdwtiJuqfi :  bQ  liM  fbond  the  whole  traatiMMUibMilk 
^i)le  !t  F«rb!>|M  he  has,  'erethii^  MM.ttm^tts 
fiaoeadi  of/PhHiiuis,  with  the  like  ew>kmeiit ;  hs  j— j 
Iherefove  be  well  qnalilled  toOlastEetalfae  hisiwy^feiii 
Pbktwick  doclriiieB,  fai4he  most  vystenDos pnte^k 
io.tti^  OftE^T  woBKi^.wttb  which  the  piess  now: 
Jiis  pnM^se  wfll,  I  dan  ngp  be  fuUlUed,  of 
jbe  world  woj  tbiogi  lespectiDg  tfaem,  of  wHibrlli 
«iitasamt  is  Igmmuit.    Be  caa  produce  hwiidB>i|ittif 
passages  to. pvove^  that  the  '<  ^vioitj  wUdi :tho.;^Jrih^ 
Jk)K  OhnsUaos  ascribed  to  Christy  was  llifi  fiilj  Jljl 
principley  whidi  constitated  the  wkdom  and  other  pdsr. 
ers  of  GK)d  the  Father ;  and  he  can  prove,  that  ^  tins 
was  agreeable  to  the  principles  of  those  Platonists,  fhna 
whom  Philo  and  the  Christian  fathers  derived  their 
jopinion/'t    That  the  second  person  in  the  Platonicfc 
triad  was,  according  to  the  theology  of  that  school^  the 
jprincipU  of  intelligence  in  the  GK)dbead,  he  will  find 
indeed  not  difficult  to  prove ;  bnt,  unless  be  can  show, 
.that  this  principle  of  Divine  intelligence  was  not  suppo- 
sed, by  the  Platonists,  to  have  had  from  all  etemi^  a 
personality  of  its  own,  distinct  from  the  personality  of 
either  oi  the  two  other  principles ;  he  will  prove  noth- 


*     II  I    ma^mmmt 


*  Second  Letterty  p.  U5. 
t  Ibid.  t  IbM.  p.  liL 


JlUnr.  L  SKOND  LETTEBS.  33 1 

ingy  but  what  it  already  known  to  erery  child  in  Pla« 
tonism.  ^ 

8.  The  GREAT  WORK,  will  probably  abound  in  new 
apeciment  of  the  proficiency  which  he  hai  made  in 
logick^  under  the  tuition  of  the  great  Loclie :  it  was  not 
unpleasant  to  me,  to  find  this  great  logician^  confouliding 
heingf  substance^  and  substratum  :^  that  ii,  ignorant  off 
the  distinctions  of  vVfra(ric  (which  seems  to  be  Being  in 
his  language)  m«  and  yTrmufitrof :  to  find  him  unapprized 
of  that  great  principle,  without  which  a  logician  will 
handle  his  tools  but  awkwardly,  that  the  genus  cannot 
be  predicated  of  the  speciflck  differencesf  (a);  and^ 
firom  an  ignorance  of  this  pHnciple,  fidling  into  an  error^ 
into  which  indeed  greater  men  than  he  have  fallen,  that 
Being  is  the  universal  genus,  under  which  all  other 
gsMsra  rank  as  species. 

9.  These,  and  many  other  glaring  instances  of  unfin- 
ished  erudition,  shallow  criticism,  weak  argument,  and 
QDJostifiable  art  to  cover  the  weakness,  and  to  supply 
Ihe  want  of  argument,  which  must  strike  every  one,  who 
takes  the  trouble  to  lock  through  these  Second  Letters ; 
put  me  quite  at  ease,  with  respect  to  the  judgment,  which 


*  Steood  Lctten,  p.  19t. 

f  *  — —  The  former  [being]  if  the  geiiai>  and  the  latter  [pcrton]  the 
■pctaeiy''  fee.  p.  140. 

(a)  Id  the  lixth  of  hii  Third  Letten,  aeo.  $.  Or.  Priestley  courageoculjr  eiiooaa- 
feri  this  piinciple.  To  prore  the  fillaoy  of  it,  he  layiy  "Aocdtling  to  it,  sinee 
flWft  are  divided  into  Whitea  and  BUuka,  fee.  fee.  it  woold  toXhw;  that  it  cannoi 
with  propriety  be  said  of  any  Whites  or  Blaelu,  that  they  are  mm."  A  more 
curious  instance  of  logical  aeeoracy  will  not  easily  be  found,  than  this  deduction. 
The  common  ^enu9  of  White  men  and  Black  men,  1  take  to  be  Jlfan.  Tii^ 
speoifick  difference  between  them  lies  in  colour.  Of  this  1  apprehenrj  manhood 
cannot  ha  predicated.  But  how  does  this  lead  to  I>r  Priestl<*>-'s  inicrcncc,  that 
manhood  is  not  pradtcable  of  any  subject  in  which  colour  is  Hound. 


\r 


and  Me }  anj  coaiwiiad  ae  In  the  wioluliDi  rf 
BO  replj  to  Us,  ud  di  tmnbiiq;  ike  pdUiek  M 
^Mi  lh»  lolgae^  ooept  Mdrattigliftte  Mcc—iyy 
to  TtitBHiih  tone  toct%  wUdi  ki  Mfc'iMHiwhii  to»  ft* 

'MpirriiHM^  wUA  kt  totfh  toe  faooMUmtolj  Humni 

la  Tilt  MittHM  cT  toot  wUck  IjMn  to.jp^^ 


I.  Origw^  WMt  rf  fwcMykidiiHitottBii, 

IL  Tke€JditoDMiif«toodaKHiklnw  Gkifalhai«| 
Atwdtosy  aflvtks  tee  of  AdrtoBb 
.   IIL  TkedefiiiMorCelvtai«fUmtoifaf«]Milto« 
tohl  egJmcttoDof  itp  — oh  teBn|^  MumIbii,     : 

II.  Tke  ebBder^  whfch  I  meea  tonpol^  to  ooatatot 
id  to  n J  idfOneiy'e  toetooettoiiy  toot  I  kiife  qiokoi 
withoontomptofthe  doctartoeeofGolTto.    - 

IS.  As  for  the  outcry  which  he  makes  aboat  my  to« 
tolerance,  and  my  bigotry  to  what  he  calls  high-church 
principles,  it  gives  me  rather  pleasure  than  uneasiness. 
1  consider  it,  as  the  vain,  indignant  strug|;le  of  a  strong 
animal,  which  feels  itself  overcome ;  the  mere  growling 
of  the  tiger  in  the  toils ;  and  I  disdain  to  answer :  I 
glory  in  my  principles ;  I  am  proud  of  the  abuse,  which 
they  may  draw  upon  me ;  nor  shall  I  pretend  to  apolo- 
gize for  the  severity  and  warmth  of  my  present  lan- 
guage, or  of  any  which  I  may  think  proper  to  employ 
to  the  ensuing  pages.  After  the  avowal  which  Dr 
Priestley  has  made^  in  his  last  publication,^  of  the 


*  See  the  AoimadTeniooi  m  Dr  White's  Scrmcmt,  aaMcXcd  to  Dr  PricMlc/* 
libeount  upoo  the  ImportiMe  of  Free  loquiiy,  y.  7a 
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•pirit  in  wbi&li  he  has  drawn  his  polemical  sword ;  it  is 
time,  that  on  our  part  also^  the  Bcabbari  should  be 
thrown  away. 

IS.  Dr  Priestley's  (Second  Letters  to  the  Archdeacon 
of  St  Albania  are^  at  this  instant,  lying  open  before  me^ 
at  the  S8d  pag9 :  my  eye  is  attracted  to  a  passage  near 
the  bottom,  distinguished  by  a  mark^  which,  in  the  first 
pemsal  of  the  work,  I  had  set  against  it  in  the  mar^  ; 
Which  reminds  me,  that  it  is  one  of  those,  in  which  I 
was  the  most  captivated  with  the  justness  of  the  reason* 
ing,  and  the  frankness  of  the  writer's  declarations.  AU 
though  I  have  already  spent  more  time,  than  when  I 
first  took  up  my  pen  I  thought  to  do,  in  culling  the 
flowers  of  my  adversary's  composition,  I  cannot  resist 
the  temptation  of  stopping  (although  it  delay  for  a  few 
snoments  the  business  to  which  1  hasten)  to  pluck  this 
delicious  blossom,  which  I  had  well  nigh  overlooked, 
aensible  how  much  it  will  add  to  the  brilliancy  and  fra- 
grance of  my  posey. 

14.  Bishop  Pearson  alleges,  that  Ignatius,  in  his 
epistles  to  Polycarp,  to  the  Ephesians,  Magnesians, 
and  Philadelphians,  refers  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Ebion- 
ites  as  an  heretical  doctrine :  these  references,  would 
demolish  Dr  Priestley's  notion,  that  the  Ebionites  were 
not  considered  as  hereticks,  so  early  as  in  the  times  of 
Ignatius ;  Dr  Priestley  therefore  <<  finds  no  such  refer* 
ences,"  in  these  epistles,  <^  except  perhaps  two  passa- 
ges."  Two  clear  references  are  just  as  good  as  two 
thousand  :  bow  then  shall  we  dispose  of  these  two  pas- 
sages ?  Very  easily — <<  they  may  easily  be  aupposed  to 
have  been  altered" — ^yes :  suppositions  are  easily  made ; 
and  for  that  very  reason,  they  are  not  easily  admitted 
by  wary  men,  without  some  other  recommeudation  than 


2^  REMARKS  UPON  FMtTL 

the  bare  ease  of  making  them,  joined  to  the  considenu 
tion  of  the  service,  which  a  particular  suppositioD  may 
reuder  to  a  party-writer,  as  a  crutch  for  a  lame  Ufgsk'^ 
ment.  U[)ou  what  ground  then  may  we  build  this  sop- 
positioui  which  is  so  easily  made^  of  an  alteratioa  in 
two  passages  in  the  epistles  of  Ignatius^  which,  as  ibey 
now  stand,  contradict  Dr  Priestley  ?  Upon  the  firmeal 
ground  imaginable  :  <^  when  corrected  by  an  uxita- 
BiAN,  nothing  is  wanting  to  the  evident  purpose  of  liie 
writer*' — Corrected  by  an  Unitainan  J  The  Unitarian^ 
if  they  are  not  shamefully  belied  by  the  eccleaiasUical 
historians,  have  ever  indeed,  been  ready  at  this  busineil 
of  correction :  the  Arians  took  the  trouble  to  correct  a 
treatise  of  Hilary  of  Poictou,  in  which,  the  heretical 
confession  of  the  council  of  Ariminum  was  the  subject  t 
they  corrected,  and  corrected,  till  the  work  became  a 
novelty  to  its  author.  They,  or  the  Macedonians,  did 
the  same  good  office  for  St  Cyprian's  epistles  ;  and  to 
circulate  their  amended  copies  more  widely,  they  sold 
them  at  Constantinople^  at  a  low  price ;  similar  liberties, 
were  taken  with  the  works  of  the  two  Alexandrian^ 
Clemens  and  Dionysins  :  they,  who  thus  corrected,  were 
not  deticient  in  the  kindred  art  of  forging  whole  trea- 
tises,  under  the  names  of  the  brightest  luminaries  of  the 
church;  in  which  the  holy  fathers  were  made  to  support 
heritical  doctrines  :  the  holy  Scriptures  were  not  unat- 
tempted,  as  appears  by  the  testimony  of  those,*  who 
liv'd  at  the  time  when  the  amended  copies  were  extant 
in  the  m  orld  ;  who,  in  proof  of  the  heavy  accusation, 
appeal  to  the  notorious  disagreement  of  different  copies. 


*  See  EuMb.  E«c.  Hist.  lib.  f. 
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which  had  undergone  the  revision  of  different  heresi- 
wchs.  This  is  indeed,  the  confutation  of  the  Unitarian 
doctrine,  that  both  the  primitive  fathers,  and  the  holy 
Scriptures,  must  be  corrected  in  every  page^  before  they 
ean  be  brought  to  give  evidence  in  its  favour.  It  is  be- 
cause the  Unitarians  themselves  have  always  understood 
this,  that  they  have  ever  been  ready  to  apply  the  needful 
earrecHanSy  when  they  thought  the  thing  might  be  done 
without  danger  of  detection ;  but  the  modem  Coryphceus 
of  the  company,  is,  I  believe,  the  first  who  ever  had 
the  indiscretion  to  avow  the  practice,  and  confess  that  he 
could  not  otherwise  stand  his  ground,  than  by  an  appeal 
to  the  testimony  of  corrected  fathers  !  He  is  himself 
indeed  a  master  of  the  art  of  correction :  his  attempt 
upon  a  passage  in  St  John's  first  epistle,  will  never  be 
icnrgotten.^ 

Iff.  Will  he  dare  to  recriminate  ?  He  will. — <*  The 
urthodox,  he  says,  as  they  are  commonly  called,  have 
iunpered  with  the  New  Testament  itself,  having  made 
interpolations  favourable  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, 
especially  the  famous  passage  concerning  the  threy  that 
hear  record  inheaven.^^\  The  great  name  of  Newton 
is  brought  up,  to  give  weight  to  the  accusation  :  <<  New- 
ton, among  others,  has  clearly  proved,  &c.''  and  this  he 
imagines,  I  myself  will  acknowledge:  Dr  Priestley, 
even  before  the  inditing  of  these  Second  Letters,  must 
have  found  himself  deceived  in  so  many  instances,  in 
his  imaginations  about  me  ;  how  I  would  acknowledge, 


f  See  the  charge  to  the  clcru  of  the  archdeteonry  «f  St  Albin'ii  L  lee.  S. 


aafl  IwlirTiriiiiiM  wcmt;  horn  my  eyw  wmM  be  0|wuit> 
l^^  the  InfbnMitioa  which  he  hed  to  fjive  ae;  Ifaeft fi 
wender  he  thoiild  ventore  to  imtgine  any  nore^  !•# 
•olgect  la  which  he  hath  foatid  himieif  n  UeUe  «• 
emr ;  he  imegiiiet^  that  I  nuiat  acknowledge^  tliai  Nmm 
ten  liath  dtariy  pMvedy  UuU  the  tecord  of  die  tfateei* 
1m^  In  St  Johii^a  Irst  epittloy  it  an  interpeUbtieBr 
Made  by  some  of  thoae^  whom  I  call  the  orthodoDbc^^ 
Ko:  I  acknowledge  no  sncb  thing:  Sappoio  I  wen^ 
Make  the  Irst  part  of  the  acknowledgnenty  tinilhtf 
puitge  ia  an  interpolation;  what conaeqoeiiBe woolA ' 
bind  BO  to  Ibe  Moondf  that  ttie  orthodox  have  beiaiiihs 
wilf at  frlrilien  ?  It  it  becanae  their  pnrpoee  mii^rlATt 
been  aerred  by  the  pretended  &lsillcatioa  ?  Trn^^ 
parpooe  had  been  poorly  aerred  by  it:  it  ianot 
among  the  orthodox  ttemaelveai  that  thia  text  teialet^ii 
Hie  conanlMtantfality  of  tlie  three  peraoDs  in  the  Gei^ 
bead :  it  is  my  own  opinion,  that  it  does  not :  and  thia 
I  take  to  be  the  reason, — that  it  is  so  seldom  alleged  by 
the  ancient  writers  in  proof  of  the  Trinity.    But  why 
mast  I  acknowledge,  that  the  passage  is  at  all  an  inter- 
polation? Becaase  Newton  and  others,  have  clearly 
proved  it — ^to  me,  the  proof  is  not  clear :  were  tlie  defisct 
Of  positive  proof  in  favour  of  the  passage  much  greater^ 
than  Newton  and  others  have  been  able  to  make  ont,  it 
would  still  be  with'  me  an  argument  of  its  authentici^, 
that  the  omission  of  it  breaks  the  connexion,  and  wondcow 
fully  heightens  the  obscurity,  of  the  apostle's  discoorse. 
Dr  Priestley  perhaps  imagines,  that  I  hold  myself 
bound  to  acknowledge  whatever  Newton  hath  attempt-* 
ed  to  prove :  in  his  letters  to  me,  and  in  bis  animadverf^ 
aions  upon  Dr  White's  celebrated  discourses^  he  ia 


often  pleased  to  boast  of  the  probabiMty*^  of  what  ho 
knows,  more  than  his  antagonists ;  and  that  too,  in  sub- 
jects, in  which  he  hath  been  convicted  of  the  greatest 
want  of  knowledge :  1  hope  I  may  say^  without  arro« 
gance,  that  it  is  probable  that  Sir  Isaac  Mewton'a 
talents  in  demonstration,  are  as  well  known  to  me,  at 
to  Dr  Priestley :  it  is  probable  too,  that  after  the  pains 
which  I  have  taken,  to  examine  the  principles  and  the 
authorities,  on  which  his  ancient  chronology  is  founded; 
I  am  as  well  qualified  as  Dr  Priestley,  to  judge  of  his 
talents  in  other  subjects,  which  are  not  capable  of  de^- 
monstration :  now  in  these,  1  scruple  not  to  say,  with  a 
writer  of  our  own  times,  that  the  great  Newton  went 
out  like  a  common  man  ;  for  the  exposition,  which,  to 
complete  his  argument  against  the  record  of  the  three 
in  heaven,  he  gives  of  the  context  of  the  apostle's  dis- 
course, I  hold  it  to  be  a  model  of  that  sort  of  para- 
phrase, by  which  any  ^ven  sense  may  be  affixed  to  any 
given  words  :  but  that  even  the  external  evidence  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  passage,  is  so  far  less  defective,  than 
Newton  and  others  have  imagined,  will  be  denied,  I 
believe  by  few,  who  have  impartially  considered,  the 
very  able  vindication  of  this  celebrated  text,  which  hath 
lately  been  given  by  Mr  Travis,  in  his  Letters  to  Mr 
GibtMm.  Dr  Priestley  perhaps  hath  not  found  leisure 
to  look  through  that  performance ;  or,  if  he  have,  he 
hath  formed,  1  suppose,  ^<  no  very  high  opinion  of  the 
author's  acquaiatance  with  Christian  antiquity  :"t  for 


*  Second  betters,  p.  135,  146,  200,  203.    AnimadTcnioaa  on  Dr  White,  p. 
S«,78. 
t  Se«  Remarki  on  %ir  Howet't  diieoartc. 
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m  this,  all  who  oppose  the  Soclnian  tcDets,  are  miMi 
biy  (leficieot. 

16.  Here  I  close  my  remarks  apon  my  adveraary'tf  ' 
reasooiog ;  and  I  now  proceed  to  the  proof  of  my  own  i 
facta,  aud  the  vindication  of  my  own  character.  ^ 


PART  SECOND. 


PROOFS. 


CHAPTER  FIRST. 

4if  0Tigev?8  want  of  veracity. — Cf  the  VaOiett  in  ge^ 
neral. — Cf  the  passages  in  which  8t  Chrysostam  is 
supposed  to  assertf  that  the  aposUes 
specimen  of  correction  by  an  Unitarian 

THE  first  fact  that  comes  in  question  is^  the  want 
of  veracity  in  disputation^  which  1  impute  to  Origen. 

S.  In  the  second  book  agauist  Gelsus^  near  the  be^ 
ginning  of  the  book^  Origen  asserts  of  the  Hebrew  Chris* 
tians  of  his  own  times^  without  exception^  that  they  had 
not  abandoned  the  laws  and  customs  of  their  ancestors ; 
and  that,  for  that  reason  they  were  called  Ebionites.. 
Br  Priestley  sets  a  high  value  upon  this  testimony  of 
Origen,  as  clearly  establishing  his  great  pomt^  that  the 
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£bionitet  wen  nothing  worse,  than  Uie  Christians  of 
file  circumcision:  1  maintaio,  that  if  the  truth  of  Ori- 
gen's  assertion  were  admitted,  still  his  testimony  would 
be  less  to  Dr  Priestley's  purpose,  than  he  imagoes — it 
would  prove,  indeed,  the  Hebrew  Chrislian,  and  tha 
Bbionite,  to  be  the  same  ;  but  it  would  equally  prove, 
ihat  the  disbelief  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  was  no  neces- 
sary part  of  the  EhioDsean  doctrine.  But  I  go  further: 
I  deny  the  truth  of  Origen's  assertion  in  both  its  bran* 
ches  :  I  deoy,  that  it  is  universally  true  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians,  in  bis  time,  that  they  had  not  abandoned 
the  Moi^aick  law  ;  and  I  deny  that  it  is  true,  that  tbey 
were  all  called  Ebionites :  1  say,  that  Origen  himself 
knew  belter,  than  to  believe  his  own  assertion  ;  and  I 
tay,  that  it  was  a  paft  of  Origen's  character,  not  to  be 
incapable  of  asserting,  in  argument,  what  be  believed 
not. 

8.  Dr  Priestley  ill  brooks  this  open  attack,  upon  the 
earedibility  of  one,  whom  he  considers  as  a  principal 
wUdbbs  :  he  defends  Origea,  hy  ntsriiBg  a.  sinUwr  WA 
0)sati<ni  i^d  na ;  and,  with  4iie  ttt«wt  veheneao*  ef 
indigouit  sntory^  ka  atrugne  ae  at  tJhe  tribunal  of  Um 
pablick,  as  a  &kifier  ci  Idstory,  mU  «  defamar  «f  the 
character  of  the  dead."  From  assertions  which  I  have 
pot  rashly  mode,  it  must  be  sonethiog  more  terrible  to 
my  feelings,  than  the  reproaches  uf  Dr  Priestley,  losdly 
n-«choed  by  his  whole  party,  that  shall  compel  me  to 
iBcede. 

4.  I  say,  then,  that  in  the  particniar  mattn*  m  qae»- 
tioa,  Origen  aasMled  a  knows  fidseboed :  1  say,  in  gi^ 


■  SmB«UU«t%lM.h(ftMb»'>Ha.|l«,ltt. 


iierml,  that  a  strict  regard  to  tmth^  in  di§putatioki|  was 
Bot  the  virtue  of  his  character. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  particular  matter  in  question : 
if  I  proY6y  that  Ortgen  knew  the  falsehood  of  his  own 
assertion  in  the  first  branch  of  it,  in  which  he  avers^ 
^  thai  the  Hdbrew  Christians  in  his  time  had  not  aban» 
doned  thrar  ancient  laws  and  customs ;''  no  great  stre8% 
I  presume^  will  be  laid  upon  the  second^  ^*  that  thej 
were  all  called  Dbionites  :'^  fol^  according  to  Origen^s 
account  of  the  reason  of  the  name^  (which  yet  1  believe 
«ot  to  be  the  true  one,)  the  two  branches  of  his  assertiooy 
anst  stand  or  fall  together. 

9.  It  is  an  inconvenience  which  attends  controversy^ 
that  it  obliges  both  the  writer  and  the  reader  to  gp 
Aequently  over  the  same  ground :  I  must  here  repeal 
what  I  observed  in  the  seventh  of  my  letters  to  Dr 
JPriestley,  that  it  is  in  answer  to  a  reproach  upon  the 
converted  Jews^  which  Celsus  had  put  in  the  mouth  of 
mn  unbelieving  Jew,  that  ^by  embsacing  Christianity^ 
ibey  were  deserters  of  their  ancient  law ;  that  Origen 
asserts,  that  the  Jews  believing  in  Christ  had  not  re* 
aonnced  their  Judaism.    This  assertion  is  made  at  the 
lie^nning  of  Origen's  second  booli.    Now  at  no  greater 
distance  than  in  the  third  section  of  the  same  book,  the 
good  father  takes  quite  another  ground  to  confute  his 
adversary :  he  insults  over  his  adversary's  ignorance, 
for  not  making  the  distinctions,  which  he  himself,  in  the 
allegation  in  question,  had  confounded.    ^  It  is  my  pre- 
sent  point,''  says  Origen,  ^Uo  evinto  Celsus's  igno- 
rance, who  has  made  a  Jew  say  to  his  countrymen,  to 
Israelites  believing  in  Christ,  Upon  what  motive  have 
jfoii  deserted  the  law  tfyour  ancestors  F  But  how  have 
they  deserted  the  law  cS  their  auceston^  who  reprove 


those  tliat  aie  inattaiithB  to  it^  and  Mgri  IVIjm  fi 
^fc.r'*  Tlm^afieradtationoroQVtaiiitezliftMiBI 
FSuPs  eptsflMy  ia  which  the  apoeOe  availe  fauHdC  ef 
the  aattmilgr  ef  the  kw,  to  enfiHoa  partknlar  dMm% 
which  texto-naka  nothbg  either  fivoragidiiet  thelewfti 
aawrtieny  that  the  GhrietiaiMi  of  the-  cuduadsioii  Wt 
abandoned  tteir  ancient  law ;  hot  pni?e  otAjf  ihat^ 
diaaae  of  the  kw^  if  it  waa  actnallj  gone  into  dianMi^ 
wnldnotbederaiedalbaertion;  becanae  it  pvoceedet 
aot  from  any  disregard  to  the  aotfaority  of  the  Law^<^ 
ar:  afler  a  dtatinn  of  teids  to  this  poorpose^  Origan,  pnr 
eeeds  m  this  renuurkable  strain.  ^  And  h«w  conliisaA*' 
ly  doea  Odsos'a  Jew  speak  upon  this  sidgect?  whe^ 
ha  might  have^aaid  more  pknsibly^  soMBofyou^hMi^. 
MKafntahad  As  M  cmttamB  upon  preleaoe  tk  6zpos|#'. 
lions  and  allegoriea-«soMn  agsin  ezponndingy  as  yo# 
call  \\j  si^toallyy  nevertheless  <  obserfe  the  institatioBV 
of  oar  ancestor8---bnt  sove^  not  admitfing  these  expoiA* 
tionSy  are  willing  to  receive  Jesas  as  the  person  foretold 
by  the  prophets^  and  to  observe  the  law  of  Moses  ac- 
cording to  the  ancient  cnstomsi  as  having  in  the  letter 
the  whole  meaning  of  the  Spirit'' f  In  these  words^ 
Origen  confesses,  all  that  I  have  alledged  of  him :  he 
sonfessesy  in  contradiction  to  his  former  assertion,  that 


*  Kw  /f  9fwmi*i  ixi>{«U'niv  *»  Kix#ir  AfumBmff  ^m^*  »*  •'  lnhuot  xtya  tut  mt)Jltutf 
tuu  Tflff  I9^aui^i7<cic  mteturaLrtt  m  rat  Jtmt,  r$.  T«  ^fitBnl^g  walhi^mQt  rtn  4mQ^  ftum  • 
juu  «r«  if«c.  n«c  it  KdHt^tK^fnwfft  tot  4rA7^v  ro/Mv  u  vtSi/mi/Ik  rue  fjm  mxnttrif  muht^ 
jMi  M>«mc.  Af>47fl  f(M  M*  Tor  vsfiovy  ke. 

««6*iW7^0r  M^niVy  on  TINE2  jum  ufAtn  KtHMKomutt  t*  fl9»y  ^o^^Lnt  hty^wf  tutg 
•txxM>«(Mr  TINEZ 1%  mi  ttnyifjmu^  m  tnncyJfXAi^  (mn/fJuOoLmf  nJW  arV7of  tk  W7^ 
<ni^7r    TINEZ  A^  «/i  iaiy^fmUf  Mv6fl  jmi  tw  Inrvr  o«<«A^B#A«i  m  m^pt^mM^ 
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he  knew  of  three  sorts  of  Jews  professing  Christian, 
ity— one  sort  adhered  to  the  letter  of  the  Mosaick  law, 
tejecting  all  figurative  interpretations ;  another  sort  ad- 
Viitted  a  figurative  interpretation^  conforming,  however^ 
to  the  letter  of  the  precept ;  but  a  third  sort  (the  first  in 
Origen's  enumeration)  had  relinquished  the  observance 
of  the  literal  precept  conceiving  it  to  be  of  no  impor- 
tai^e,  in  comparison  of  the  latent  figurative  meaning. 
"^  7*  But  this  is  not  all :  in  the  next  sentence  he  gives 
us  to  understand,  though  I  confess  more  indirectly,  but 
lie  ^ves  us  to  understand^  that  of  these  three  sorts  of 
Hebrews  professing  Christianity,  they  only,  who  had 
laid  aside  the  use  of  the  Mosaick  law,  were  in  his  time 
considered  as  true  Christians :  for  he  mentions  it  as  a 
fiirther  proof  of  the  ignorance  of  Celsus,  pretending,  as 
it  appears  he  did,  to  deep  erudition  upon  all  subjects, 
that  in  his  account  of  the  heresies  of  the  Christian 
church,  he  had  omitted  the  Israelites  believing  in  Jesus^ 
and  not  laying  aside  the  law  of  their  ancestors :  <<  but 
how  should  Celsus/'  he  says,  ^<  make  clear  distinctions 
upon  this  point ;  who,  in  the  sequel  of  his  work,  men« 
tions  impious  heresies  altogether  alienated  from  Christ, 
and  others,  which  have  renounced  the  Creator,  and 
hath  not  noticed  [or  knew  not  of]  Israelites  believing 
in  Jesus,  and  not  relinquishing  the  law  of  their  fa- 
thers ?"*  What  opinion  is  to  be  entertained  of  a  wri- 
ter's veracity,  who,  in  one  page,  asserts  that  the  Hebrews 
professing  Christianity  had  not  renounced  the  Jewish 
law ;  and,  in  the  next  affirms^  that  a  part  of  them  had 
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8U 

renounced  it,  not  witliuut  au  msiauatiun,  Lhat  thry,  who 

had  not,  were  berelicka,  not  Iriie  Christians?  Ego  tuiic 

TESTI,    ETlAUai   JUKATO,    QUI    TAU,    MANIFESTO    tmiOS 
TENDtT;  UE  NGN  CKKBITtJatJM  ESSK  CONFIKMO. 

8.  1  flatter  myself,  that  I  have  established  my  cbar^ 
against  Origen,  with  reipect  to  (be  particular  fact  to 
question :  that  a  strict  regard  to  truth  iu  disputatioD, 
Was  not  the  virtue  of  hid  character^  I  shall  now  show  by 
another  strange  instance  of  prcTaricatiou,  which  occurs 
io  these  same  books  against  Celsus.  Celuis,  to  deprive 
the  Christian  cau^e  of  all  beneit  froot  Isaiab'a  prophecy 
of  the  Virgin's  conception,  makes  his  Jew  say,  what 
bath  since  been  said  by  many  Jewish  criticka  tvilhoat 
the  least  foundation,  that  the  Hebrew  word  in  Isaiah 
vii.  ii,  which  is  rendered  by  the  JjXX,  a  virgin,  da- 
notes  only  a  ymmg  woman:  Origen,  ia  jualilcatioa  of 
the  sense  in  which  Christian  interpreters  understand  Um 
passage,  cites*  the  law  against  the  incontinence  of  be* 
trothed  virgins,  in  DeaL  xxit  £3,  £1,  the  wwd  art^ 
which  ChristiaDS  anderttand  of  a  vii^a  in  lauah,  ba> 
ing  allowed,  as  Origen  will  have  it,  to  denote  a  vii^B 
in  this  passage  of  the  law  :  bat  in  thb  piiaa^  accord* 
faig  to  our  modem  Hebrew  text,  the  word  is  not  ntnj  but 
rfrira :  Were  it  certain,  that  no^  bad  been  the  reading  is 
the  copies  of  the  age  of  Origen,  a  suapicien  might  mnab, 
that  the  text  bad  been  corruirfed  by  the  Jews,  for  the 
purpose  of  depriving  the  Christiana  of  one  argamm^  IB 
Tindication  of  their  interpretation  of  Isaiah ;  but  there  is 
■omething  so  suspicious,  in  the  manner  of  Origeni  «^ 
peal  to  this  text^  that  he  is  rather  to  be  suspected  of 
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prevarication^  than  the  synagogue  of  fraad.— — n*  ^19 

feri  tgraftif^,  &c.  ^^  The  word  rD*»j;  which  the  LXX  have 
translated  into  the  word  f7«j'ltr«c  [a  virgin],  bnt  other 
interpreters,  into  the  word  rtaric  [a  young  woman],  is 
put  too,  AS  THBT  BAT,  in  Deuteit)uoniy,  for  a  virgin*'^ 
What  is  this,  Jb  they  say?  Was  it  unknown  to  thA 
compiler  of  the  Uexapla,  what  the  reading  of  the 
Hebrew  text,  in  his  own  time  was  ?  If  he  knew  that 
it  was,  what  he  would  have  thought  it  to  be ;  why  does 
he  seem  to  assert  upon  hearsay  only?  Tf  he  knew 
not;  why  did  he  not  inform  himself?  that  he  might 
either  assert,  with  confidence,  what  he  had  found  upon 
inquiry  to  be  true ;  or  not  assert  what  coold  not  be 
maintained.     Ego  huic  testi,  etiamsi  jurato,  qui 

TAM  manifesto  FUMOS  YENDIT^  MB  NGN  CBEDITUBUM 
ESSE  CONFIKMO. 

9.  So  much  for  Origen's  veracity  in  argument,  so 
unjustly  aspersed  by  me^  so  completely  vindicated  by 
Dr  Priestley.* 

10.  I  will  here  take  the  liberty  to  remark  upon  the 
early  fathers  in  general,  whose  memories  are  neverthe* 
less  to  be  revered,  for  their  learning,  and  the  general 
sanctity  of  their  characters ;  that,  in  their  popular  dis- 
courses, and  in  argument,  they  were  too  apt  to  sacrifice 
somewhat  of  the  accuracy  of  fact,  to  the  plausibility  of 
their  rhetorick ;  or^  which  is  much  the  same  thing,  they 


*  ^I  have  completely  vindicated  the  eharacter  of  Origen,  trhioh  yoa  hA?« 
tndeiToared  to  blot."  Seeond  Letters,  ke.  p.  189.  See  m  further  defence  of 
Origen's  veracity,  in  the  fint  <>f  Dr  Priestley's  third  Letterii  and  my  Reply  to  that 
farther  defence,  in  the  fifth  of  the  Sapplemenial  Ditqaiaitiaii. 
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irerc  too  Mady  to  adopt  any  notion,  wliich  might  sem 
I  present  purpose,  without  nicely  examining  its  solidity 
er  its  remote  consequences.  For  tins  reason,  the  great 
proSt  whicb  may  arise  from  the  sttidy  of  their  works,  ifl 
rather  tb&t  we  may  gather  from  them,  what  were  tbe 
opinions  and  the  practice  of  the  whole  bedy  of  tbe 
church,  in  the  times  wherein  they  lived  ;  than>  that  any 
one  of  these  writers  is  safely  to  be  followed  in  all  his 
asserlious  :  instances  of  precipitation,  in  advancing  wball 
occnrred  at  the  moment,  and  served  a  present  purpose, 
may  be  found,  I  believe,  in  the  writings  of  no  less  a 
man  than  8t  Chrysostom  :  1  shall  mention  one  iustance 
which  occurs  to  me,  which  is  very  remarkable,  though 
perhaps  of  little  consequence.  In  his  bomilies  upoo 
tbe  eecood  epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  Chrysoslom  re- 
lates, that  it  was  not  agi'eed,  in  bis  time,  wIh)  Um 
person  might  be,  who  is  described  by  St  Paul  aa  the 
"  brother  whose  praise  is  in  the  gospel  in  all  the 
churches :"  that  some  thought  St  Luke  was  meant 
under  this  description ;  others  St  Barnabas :  and,  for 
a  reason  which  he  mentions,  he  gives  it  as  bia  omi 
opinion,  that  St  Barnabas  was  probably  the  person 
intended — but,  in  bis  first  homily  upon  the  Actt  vt 
the  Apostles,  he  no  less  than  three  times  brings  ap 
this  tex^  as  an  attestation  of  St  Paul  to  St  Luke'f 
merit :  for  do  other  reason,  hut  that  this  application  of 
it,  served  the  purpose  of  a  rhetorical  amplification  cf 
St  Luke's  praise. 

11.  Upon  this  circumstance,  the  notorious  careless- 
ness of  the  fathers  in  their  rhetorical  assertions,  I  should 
build  my  reply  to  the  several  passages  which  Dr  Priest- 
ley hath  produced  from  St  Chrysostom,  to  prove  that  it 
was  allowed  by  St  Chrysostom,  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
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Trinity  had  never  been  openly  taught  by  the  apostles ; 
if  those  passages  appeared  to  me^  in  the  same  light  iu 
which  they  appear  to  my  antagonist :  as  for  the  particu- 
lar passage  in  Athauasius,  if  any  Unitarian^  who  reads 
the  entire  passage,  think»  that  the  Jews  there  mentioned 
were  converted,  not  unbelieving  Jews,  I  must  apply  to 
him,  what  Dr  Priestley  remarks  of  those  whom  1  esteemt 
as  orthodox,  that  <<  the  minds  of  a  few  individuals  may 
be  so  locked  up,  that  no  keys  we  can  apply  will  be  able 
to  open  them.'^*  For  St  Ghrysostom,  I  cannot  find 
that  he  says  any  thing,  but  what  I  myself  would  say ; 
that  the  apostles  taught  first  what  was  easiest  to  be 
learned,  and  went  on  to  higher  points,  as  the  minds  of 
their  catechumens  became  able  to  bear  them :  if  I  conld 
allow  that  he  hath  any  where  said,  what  Dr  Priest- 
ley thinks  he  finds  in  his  expressions,,  that  the  apostles 
had  been  reserved  and  concealed  upon  an  article  of 
faith ;  I  should  say,  that  it  was  a  thought  that  had 
hastily  occurred  to  him,  as  a  plausible  solution  of  a 
difficulty,,  which  deserved  perhaps,  no  very  diligent  dis- 
cussion in  a  popular  assembly ;  and  that  he  had  hastily 
let  it  escape  him.  1  am  well  persuaded,  that  any  priest 
in  Chrysostom's  jurisdiction,  who  should  have  maintaiui- 
ed  this  extraordinary  proposition,  that  <<tbe  apostles 
bad  temporized,  in  delivering  the  fundamentals  of  the 
Christian  faith,''  would  have  met  with  no  very  gentle 
treatment  from  the  pious  Archbishop  of  Constantinople : 
had  the  priest,  in  his  own  vindication,  presumed  to  say ; 
*<  Holy  father,  if  I  am  in  error,  you  youwelf  must 
answer  for  it ;  upon  your  authority  I  adopted  the  opfn- 


*  IinimrtAnce  of  Free  loquirTi  p.  59. 
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ion.  wliicb  joD  now  condemn  ;  ycnj  harB  rrputedly  saiil 
!n  your  comineDtaries  upoti  tlie  sacrvd  books,  (hat  tlic 
apofttlcs  Mid  Uie  evangelbiU  stuotl  in  awa  of  the  |>r«ja- 
dices  oftlieir  bearers" — Ht  Chrysostuia  wuuld  liave  re- 
plied: '•  KaitlileBs  monster!  is  it  Uif  alupiilltv,  or  tby 
baseoess,  tbat  interprets,  as  an  impeachment  of  tfaa 
■inceritjr  uf  the  first  inspired  preacfaen*,  m;  encomium 
of  their  wisdom?  Bat  why  should  1  wonder,  that  ba 
abuutd  uot  scruple  to  slander  iiis  bishop,  who  spares 
sot  the  apuslles  and  evangelists !"  Had  the  priest  been 
able  to  prove  against  St  Clirysostom,  that  he  bad  ia> 
deed  given  countenaime  in  bis  writings  to  such  an  errors 
the  good  father  would  have  repented  in  sackcloth  and 
ashes. 

iS.  A»  the  mentioD  of  Dr  Priestley's  quotations  from 
8t  Chiysofltom  hath  ocrnrred,  I  must  not  omit  to  do  jus- 
tice  to  a  p&BDage,  which  bath  suffered  a  little  in  the 
bands  of  ihia  emeritus  professor  of  Grrek*  in  the  late 
ftcadftny  at  Warrington.  I  speak  of  the  passage  cited 
by  Dr  Priestley,  in  his  Second  Letters  ,  page  tft,  froa 
the  first  homily  on  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  :  in  tbe. 
Greek,  as  Dr  Priestley  gives  it,  it  is  rank  nonsense; 
and  not  very  intelligible,  in  Dr  Priestley's  English : 
Dr  Priestley,  to  get  it  into  English  at  all,  has  bad  re- 
course to  an  emendation — an  *'  i  must  be  turned  into  km, 


Ad  aiTDBiui^  non  Mmrni  ml,  nfe  Sinoata,  nn  Thnx, 

Qui  RimiMit  pcDfiu,  metSu  teii  niitM  Mhtttil. 
Bol  "the  elcnmuof  ihc  language,  it  ttrm%,   were  not  Uugbt  Uwrt."  [IM.} 
The  prof-FMr  iiMhei^  had  Iht  ekswata  been  to  be  uuglit,  bad  hcco  iU  yuli&cd 
teU.<l«ir. 
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et  something  pUeP  Suppose  i  turned  into  xoti^  what 
will  be  the  antecedent  of  the  pronoun  ai/7*c  in  the  Oreek^ 
or  of  himself  in  Dr  Priestley's  English  ?  Had  Dr  Priest- 
ley  consulted  any  good  edition  of  8t  Chrysostom,  either 
the  Paris  edition  of  i^ZSj  or  the  old  Paris  edition^  of 
Fronto  Ducsus.  or  the  Eton  edition,  he  would  have 

found  that  i  yaj  uwiv  i  dioc  should    be   i  yotf  uwiv  i  Xf if#C 

and  that  i  should  keep  its  place :  <<  Observe/'  says  St 
Chrysostom^  ^<  the  apostle's  pmdence  in  the  choice  of 
Ids  expressions — for  he  hath  not  said,  Christ  spaJre^ 
although  he  [t.  e.  Christ]  was  the  person  who  spake ; 
but  because  their  minds  were  weak,  and  they  were  not 
yet  able  to  bear  the  things  concerning  Ghristi  he  aays^ 
Gad  spake  by  himJ^ 

18.  The  particular  notion,  that  Christ  was  the  Jeho- 
Tab  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  person  who  conversed 
with  the  patriarchs,  talked  with  Moses  in  the  bush,  dis- 
played his  tremendous  glory  at  Sinai,  and  spake  by  the 
prophets ;  is  what  St  Chrysostom  thought  the  Hebrews 
not  far  enough  advanced  in  the  theory  of  revelation  to 
bear :  if  he  thought  them  too  weak  to  bear  the  general 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  Deitt,  his  judgment  would  be  of 
little  weight,  since  St  Paul  thought  otherwise  ;  for,  in 
the  second  verse  of  the  first  chapter  of  this  epistle,  the 
apostle  8niei*s  upon  that  abstruse  subject,  which,  in  the 
first  verse,  according  to  Dr  Priestley's  interpretation  of 
St  Chrysostom,  he  is  supposed  to  shun ;  in  the  third 
yerse,  he  goes  deep  into  the  mystery ;  and,  in  the  eighth, 
he  applies  to  Christ  what  the  Psalmist  says  of  God, 
that  ^'  his  throne  is  forever  and  ever,  the  sceptre  of  his 
kingdom  a  sceptre  of  righteousness  :"  and  the  manner, 
in  which  (he  words  of  the  Psalmist  are  introduced,  shows 
that  the  apostle  thought,  that  they,  to  whom  he  wrote^ 
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coald  not  bat  join  vilh  him  in  this  applicatioik  Dip 
Priettlejr,  1  sup^ow^  thought  it  m  well  to  k:eep  it  oaf 
of  the  reader's  sight,  that  St  Ghrysostonii  in  this  teqp 
passage^  speaks  of  Christ  as  the  Jehovah  -of  the  OUI 
Testament :  he  thought  it  best  to  keep  the  true  meaaiag 
of  the  passage  out  of  sight ;  and  for  this  reason;  hi 
chose  to  tak^  up  the  corrupt  and  senseless  reading  si 
the  Heidelberg  edition,  (a  bad  copy  of  the  yeroneso 
text,  in  a  very  small  part  onlyi  collated  with  the  nu 
latin  and  Augustan  manuscripts,)  and  rejecting  an  emtmi 
dation  unanimously  received  by  later  editors^  who  took 
the  pains  to  rectiQr  the  text  by  a  laborious  collation  of 
many  manuscripts ;  to  make  the  best  of  the  passa^  tat 
himself,  by  correcting  in  the  wrong  place :  thus  indeed^ 
we  have  a  beautiful  specimen  of  an  ancient  tkHuBt  cor- 
reeled  by  an  Unitarian  ! 

14b  I  must  not  quit  the  subject  of  these  quotaiioM^ 
without  observing,  that  the  learned  reader,  in  this  first 
homily  of  St  Chrysostom  upon  the  epistle  to  the  He- 
brews,  will  find  St  Ohrysostom's  own  confutation  of 
the  proof,  which  Dr  Priestley  attempts  to  bring  from 
his  works  ;  that  it  was  a  thing  known  and  admitted  in 
his  time,  that  the  apostles  had  been  silent  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  our  LorcPs  divinity ;  and  that  the  orthodox,  to 
account  for  this  acknowledged  fact,  ivere  reduced  to 
the  necessity  of  supposing,  that  they  temporized.  What 
the  silence  of  the  apostles,  upon  this  subject  was,  may 
be  learned  from  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  what  St 
Chrysostom's  opinion  of  their  temporizing  caution  was^ 
may  be  learned  from  his  first  homily  upon  that  epistle  : 
whoever  reads  only  the  two  first  sections  of  that  homi- 
ly, will  perceive,  that  the  prudence,  which  St  Chrysos- 
tom  ascribes  to  the  apostles,  was  a  prudence  in  the 
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manner  of  preaching  mysterious  iloctrines,  not  a  ilis- 
honest  caution  in  dissembling  difficulties  :  had  lie  ascri- 
bed to  them  any  such  base  art^  the  epistle  to  the  He- 
brews had  been  his  confutation  :  his  first  homily  on  that 
epistle,  is  the  confutation  of  those^  who,  in  i*;iiorancc9 
or  in  art,  would  ascribe  to  him  so  unworthy  a  notion  of 
the  founders  of  our  faith. 


T? 


SM  KBiniiCT  vram 
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Ofthe  ckwreh  qf  JEUOf  or  Jwuaahm^  afitt  JtiridUu^ 
Mb$hein^$  narration  an^frmoi^  Ckrigtiano  not  »• 
chidoi  in  Mrian^o  oiieU  agaimt  tha  Jewo^— Tim 
return  from  Pdla,  a  fact  qfirmMibg  JE^jiAaiiMAt^ 
Orthodox  Ekbrew  CkriitianB  omMtiiq;  in  iho  woM 
long  after  fle  timea  qfJUrioM. 


THE  nut  Ikct  that  comM  ia  qoestioBt  is  tt»^ 
itiaiiGe  of  a  body  of  orthodox  Hebrew  Cbiioliuaral 
Jerasilem,  after  the  Inal  dispankNi  of  ike  lews-^ 

Adrian. 

2.  In  the  seventh  of  my  letters  to  Dr  Prieatleyi  I 
stated  briefly,  what  I  take  to  be  the  troe  account^  of 
the  changes  which  took  place  in  the  ecclesiastical  state 
of  Palestine,  upon  the  banishment  of  the  Jews  by  Adri- 
an. The  ecclesiastical  history  of  those  times,  is  so 
very  general  and  imperfect,  that  whoever  attempts  to 
make  out.  a  consistent  story,  from  the  ancient  writers 
which  are  come  down  to  us,  will  find  himself  under 
a  necessity,  of  helping  out  their  broken  accounts,  by  his 
own  conjectures.  In  the  general  view  of  the  transac- 
tions of  that  time,  I  agree  almost  entirely  with  Mo- 
sheim ;  who,  in  my  judgment,  hath,  with  great  pene- 
tration, drawn  forth  the  whole  truth;  or  what  mnst 
seem  to  us  the  truth,  because  it  carries  the  highest  air 
of  probability;  from  the  obscure  hints,  which  the  histo« 
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ma  Sulpitiu9  furnithesy  connected  with  other  hiQt% 
which^  though  unobserved  by  Dr  Priestley,  are  to  bo 
found  in  pther  writers  of  antiquity :  Dr  Priestley  speaki 
of  a  seri^  of  fi^ptf,*  and  of  many  circumstances,  wbich^ 
he  says,  I  hav$;  added  to  Mosheim's  account,  and  ^^  musl 
koQW  tb9.t  I  %dded :"  if  Pr  Priestley  consulted  that 
part  of  Mosheim's  work,  De  Reims  Christianorum  auto 
Conitantiinumf  to.  which  (he  mai^a  of  ny  letter^  refer- 
red bim  (but  IP  MQsheim,  as  in  Grotius,  it  is  likely  that 
he  turned  to  (be  wrong  place),  if  he  opened  A^osheim  ia 
the  place  to  which  I  referred,  he  must  know,  that  I 
baye  added  no  circumstance  to  Mosheim's  account ;  but 
fDch  as  eveiy  one  must  add,  in  his  owQ  imag|natiou^ 
who  admits  Mosheim's  representation  of  the  fact  in  itt 
principal  parts :  he  must  know,  that  three  circumstances 
ki  particular,  which  he  ii|  pleased  to  mention  among  my 
additions,  are  afirmed  by  Mosheim :  the  conflux  of  He* 
brew  Christiana  to  iBlia ;  the  motive,  which  induced 
the  majority  to  give  up  their  ancient  customs ;  namely^ 
Ae  desire  of  sharing  in  the  privileges  of  the  iBlian 
eolony ;  and  the  retreat  of  those,  who  could  not  brmg 
themselves  to  give  their  ancient  customs  up,  to  remote 
comers  of  the  country. f  These  were  Mosheim's  as-' 
•ertions  before  they  were  mine :  and  Dr  Priestley  either 
knows  this,  or,  pretending  to  separate  Mosheim^s  own 
account  from  my  additions,  he  hath  not  taken  the  trouble 
to  examine  what  is  mine,  and  what  is  Mosheim^s. 

8.  It  may  seem,  however,  that  to  convict  my  advert' 
sary  of  the  crime  of  shameful  precipitance,  in  asserting 
what  he  hath  not  taken  the  pains  to  know ;  or  of  the 
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worse  crime,  of  asserting  tb«  cootrary  of  what  be  knowif 
abfiulves  not  me  of  tbe  imputatiou,  that  I  have  relatai' 
upon  the  aulliority  of  Mosheiro,  wbat  Moebetm  relate^' 
upon  none  ;*  I  will  tberefore  briefly  state,  tbe  priociploi  \ 
ivhicli  determine  me,  to  abide  by  Moalieim's  accoant  of  | 
the  transactions  in  question.  1  take  for  granted^  theiy 
tbese  things. 

I.  A  cburch  of  Hebrew  Ghriatiana,  adhering  to  the 
observauce  of  (he  Mosaick  law,  subsisted  for  a  time  at 
Jerusalem,  and  for  some  time  at  Fella ;  from  ibe  begin- 
Ding  of  Cbristiauity,  antil  the  final  dieper&ioD  of  the 
Jews  by  Adrian. 

II.  IJpoD  this  event,  a  Christian  churcb  arow  at 
iElia. 

III.  The  church  of  £lia,  oHen,  hut  improperly, 
called  the  church  of  Jerusalem,  for  Jerusalem  was  m 
more ;  tbe  church  of  Mlia,  in  its  external  form,  (haft 
ia,  iu  its  doctrines  and  its  discipline,  was  a  Greek 
cburch ;  and  it  was  ^vemed  by  bishops  of  tbe  uncir- 
cumciiion  :  in  this,  my  adversary  and  I  are  agreed — 
the  point  in  dispute  between  us  is,  of  what  membeta 
tbe  churcb  of  MMn  was  composed  :  he  says,  of  conrerto 
of  Greiitile  cxtractinu  ;  I  say,  of  Hebrews  ;  of  the  very_ 
■ame  persons,  in  the  greater  part,  who  were  membera 
ef  the  ancient  Hebrew  church,  at  the  time  when  tha 
Jews  were  subdued  by  Adrian.  For  again,  I  lake  for 
gnoted, 

vlT.  That  the  observation  of  tbe  Mosaick  Uw,  fntts 
pinitiTe  church  of  Jerusalem,  was  a  matter  ftf  meitt 
iMbitand  national  pngudice,  not  of  cooKience:.  A 


'  SMond  Lcttcn,  ^  tSft 


njSTU  SECOyO  LBTTEB8,  355 

Buttter  of  conscience  it  could  not  be ;  because  the  decree 
of  the  apostolical  college,  and  the  writings  of  St  Faul^ 
niustvhave  put  every  true  believer's  conscience  at  ease 
upon  the  subject  St  Paul,  in  all  his  epistles^  main- 
tains the  total  insignificance  of  the  Mosaick  law,  eithet 
for  Jew  or  Gentile,  after  Christ  had  made  the  great 
atonement ;  and  the  notba  that  St  Paul  could  be  mis- 
taken, in  a  point  which  is  the  principal  subject  of  a 
great  pact  of  kia  wrilings,  ia  an  impie^,  which  I  cannot 
impute  to  our  holy  brethren,  the  saints  of  the  primitive 
church  of  Jerusalem.*    Again,  I  take  for  granted^ 

Y.  That  with  good  Christians,  such  as  I  believe  the 
Christians  of  the  primitive  church  of  Jerusalem  to  have 
been;  motives  c^  worldly  interest,  which  would  not 
overcome  conscience,  would  nevertheless,  overcome  mere 
habit. 

.  Yl.  That  the  desire  of  partaking  in  the  privileges  of 
the  MUblol  colony,  from  wliick  Jews  were  excluded ; 
would  accordingly,  be  a  motive  that  would  prevail  with 
the  Hebrew  Christians  of  Jerusalem,  and  other  parts  of 
Palestine,  to  divest  themselves  of  the  form  of  Judaism^ 
by  laying  aside  their  ancient  customs. 

4.  Dr  Priestley  asks  me,  Where,  Sir,  do  you  find  in 
thb  passage  (a  passage  of  Sulpitius  Severus  which  he 
cites)  any  promise  of  immunities  to  the  Jewish  Chris- 
tians, if  they  would  forsake  the  law  of  their  fathers  ?'^t 
Nowhere,  1  confess,  in  this  passage ;.  nor  in  any  other 
passage  of  Sulpitius ;  nor  in  any  passage  of  any  ancient,  I 


.fc 


*  By  Uic  primhiTe  ehureh  of  Jenmlemy  I  memn  tke  Hebrew  eharob,  before 
Adrian :  the  retretl  to  PelU  was  temporaiy  s  aud,  I  am  inclined  to  think  of 
aliort  duration ;  and  the  biihopy  white  he  «t  there»  w»  atiU  ealled  the  ttbop  of 
Jemialem. 

t  Second  Lctterf,  p»  iS. 
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may  add,  nor  of  any  modern  writer — ^bat  llie  qne9tio%  < 
mp\\c9  a  false  and  fraudulent  rcprcsenlttion  of  niy  aN  j 
gument :  I  never  spake,  1  never  dreamed,  of  any  pro- 
mise  of  particular  immunities   to   Jewish   Cliristianif 
upon  condition  tlial  they  renounced   the  Mosaick  law  ^ 
I  spake  only  of  the  general  immunities  of  the  ^lia*  i 
coktny,  of  which  Ghristiaufl  might,  and  Jews  might  mil  t 
partake.  •  ' 

e.  Dr  Priestley  alleges,  that,  "the  historian  (SnlpW 
tius)  says,   that  the  object  of  Adrian  was  to  oveKuiV 
Christianity  i"t  but  whatever  the  emperor's  dislike  W 
Christianity  might  he,  there  is  little  probability  tha^ 
upon  this  occasion,  be  would  be  disposed  to  treat  Chns-'   . 
tians  with  severity.     The  historian  Sulpitius  nowbeni  i 
laya,  that  the  emperor's  edicts  against  the  Jews  extend-  • 
«d  to  Christians;  and  the  historittn  Orosiui,  says  expnsu*'! 
If  J  that  to  Christiaus  they  extended  not :%  Was  Orosinti  I 
too  late  a  writer  to  give  evidence  aliout  these  transact 
tions  ?  The  historian  of  Corruptions  is,  1  believe,  sam6 


■  NotviCbnanding  the  »phinntiDn  which  I  hafe  here  ginn,  dT  w\m  I  Mid  m 
the  >t*eiilh  of  luy  Letlcrt  Id  Itrplv,  of  iIif  rKtlmlon  of  Ji:ws,  end  of  ten  Only, 
^nta  lh«  piiiilcgvi  of  the  Xliui  eaUanf ;  Dr  IViettlej',  id  hii  Thin)  LcUer^  hi 
Utt  uniranee  to  Itll  mc,  '■  You  uy,  [hit  Ihc  Jrwi  were  iilloved  to  remnn  in  ih* 
(iImf,  tod  enjof  Ihr  privilcpi  of  the  JEtiui  colonj-,  on  cmi£U»n  oT  their  be- 
Mfnlog  Chriuiuu :"  aa  if  1  had  inentionrd  ihii,  u  in  anide  of  oapiluluian  b» 
t*eea  the  emperor  uil  Ilie  Jc-wa: — t  coDcclir,  thit  I  hare  vipreMed  my  meaa- 
ii^  too  pliiolj  10  be  tniMppreheniled,  h;  those  who  chooK  lo  ondenUBd — t 
■erer  eoneelTed,  I  haie  nowhre  nid,  "that  Adrbm  wu  »  well  diipOKd  Vts 
ChriMiRoitr,  u  '0  pcrmil  the  R<  beilioiia  Juwi  lo  remain  in  Jerualem,  on  coodilitMk 
«f  tbeir  embrHint;  it:"  but  I  iiuiiT<n«e,  that  ihc  emperor  might  iliiiinpiiih  baV 
twcEB  Mbeh  and  IhoK  who  lull  been  pmil  nubj^cn.  Tlic  Hebrew  GhriUiana 
had  taken  ito  pBit  in  Ihe  tvbrllloii ;  and  jel,  had  llie;  not  tlhcarded  llie  Jrviilt 
tttei,  the;  might  hme  been  lui^token  fi>r  Jch  g. 

t  Saeond  LeOen,  p.  4S. 

i  '  pmepilqae  ne  iiai  Jodco  introemidi  Hieroiolf  maia  eaet  tkcudk, 

Cbrtatijuui  tanton  eitilatc  pamtiit.    Oro*.  Hiit.  lib.  7.  Mp.  lil 
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tentnried  later ;  His  means  of  infonnation  therefore,  are 
fewer ;  and,  were  he  well  ioformed,  his  precipitance  in 
Assertion,  and  his  talent  of  accommodating  his  story  to 
his  opinions,  should  annihilate  the  credit  of  his  evi- 
dence. The  testimony  of  Orosins,  however  inconsider- 
able, might  of  itself  therefore  ontweigh  the  opinion  of 
Dr  Priestley ;  if  a  feather  only,  in  the  one  scale,  be  more 
than  a  counterpoise  for  a  nothing  in  the  other. 

b.  The  testimony  hov^ever,  of  Orosius,  is  not  without 
iome  indirect  confirmation  from  other  writers ;  and,  what 
is  more,  ftt>m  its  consistency  with  other  circumstances  in 
the  histofy  of  those  times,  with  which  the  assertion  of 
finlpitius,  that  Adrian  meant  to  wound  Christianity 
through  the  sides  of  Judaism,  vnll  not  easily  Accord. 
It  is  a  notorious  fact,  that  Adrian  Was  hot  unfavourable 
tib  the  Christians :  the  church,  in  Ids  reign,  obtain^  a 
Irespite  from  persecution ;  the  fhfy  of  its  persecutors  was 
festrained,  by  the  imperial  rescripts  to  the  provincial 
governors ;  who  were  directed,  hot  to  proceed  against 
the  Christians,  except  by  Way  of  regular  trial,  upon  the 
ifiUegation  of  some  certain  crime:  and  when  nothing 
ttkore  was  alleged  than  the  bare  name  of  Christianity, 
to  punish  the  informer  as  a  sycophant :  a  rescript  to  this 
riBTect,  addressed  to  Minucius  Fundanus,  proconsul  of 
Asia,  is  preserved  by  Justin  Martyr  in  his  first  apology ; 
knd  after  Justin,  by  Eusebius  in  his  histor}\*  (a)  Thid 
equitable  disposition  of  the  emperor  towards  the  Chriiii. 


•  Hist  Eccl.  lib.  iv.  c.  8,  9. 

(a)  Ur  Priestley,  in  the  leeond  of  hb  Third  Letten,  eontendt  that  these 
reaoripts  meant  nothing  more,  tlian  that  no  one  ihoukl  be  poniafaed  aa  a  Chrii* 
tian,  until  he  wai  proved  to  be  such ;  bat  this  had  been  no  indulgence ;  for  every 
Christian  might  have  been  proved  to  be  a  Christian,  by  hit  own  confei^n :  the' 
writers  of  the  times,  boasi  of  thtse  meriptt  ai  indnlgeneei. 
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tiansi  is  ascribed  by  Eusebios  to  the  eloquent  apologpei 
of  Quadratus  and  Aristides,  and  to  the  remonstrances  oC 
Berenius  Granianus^  the  predecessor  of  Fundanus  in  tha 
Asialick  Proconsulate.*  When  the  Jewish  war  broki 
out,  reasons  of  state,  immediately  took  place^  which 
would  greatly  heighten  the  effect  of  any  impression% 
previously  made  upon  the  emperor's  mind  by  the  plead* 
ings  of  the  Christian  apologists,  and  the  intercessions  of 
what  friends  they  might  have  among  his  courtiers :  the 
Christians  of  Palestine  refused  to  take  any  part  in  tha 
Jewish  rebellion ;  and  they  smarted  under  the  resent- 
ment of  Barchochebas,  the  leader  of  the  insurgents :  the 
aarliest  testimony  now  extant  of  this  fact  is,  I  believe, 
that  of  Eusebius  in  his  chronicle  :t  but  the  knawn  uft- 
piety  of  Barchochebas,  which  renders  it  incredible  that 
the  Christians  should  enlist  under  his  banners,  soil* 
eiently  avouches  the  truth  of  the  chronologer's  assertion : 
the  thing  therefore,  in  itself,  is  highly  probable,  that  the 
emperor  should  make  the  distinction  which,  Orosius 
says,  he  made  between  the  seditious  Jews  and  the  harm- 
less Cliristians;  who  had,  indeed,  been  sufferers  by 
their  loyalty.  The  probability  is  still  increased,  by 
certain  circumstances  mentioned  by  historians,  which 
indicate  a  particular  antipathy  in  the  imperial  court,  at 
this  time,  to  the  rites  of  Judaism;  which  the  refractory 
manners  of  the  Jews  might  naturally  excite :  Spartian 
says,  that  a  prohibition  of  circumcision  was  one  of  the 
pretences  of  the  Jewish  rebellion  4    Modestinus  the 


•  Hut  Eccl.  lib.  iv.  o.  3;  and  in  Chron.  ad.  ann.  MMCXLIL 
t  Ad  annum  MMCXLIX. 

i  MoTebant  e&  tenipeslHte  et  Judsei  beUum,  quod  vctabantur  mutiUre  genitaliic. 
Spartian  in  Adriano* 
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lawyer^  as  he  is  cited  by  Gassaubon^  alleges  a  rescript 
of  Antoninud^  granting  a  permission  to  the  Jews^  to  cir- 
eamcise  their  own  children :  this  rescript  of  permission, 
as  it  plainly  implies,  that  the  practice  had  been  forbid- 
den by  some  preceding  emperor,  in  some  measure  con- 
flrms  Spartian's  relation :  all  these  circumstances  pal 
together,  create,  as  the  thing  appears  to  me,  the  highest 
probability  of  the  truth  of  Orosius's  assertion :  that 
Christians  were  not  included  in  the  edicts  of  Adrian,  by 
which  the  Jews  were  banished  from  Jerusalem ;  and, 
although  no  author  that  I  know  of,  beside  Orosius,  ex- 
pressly mentions  the  distinction ;  the  contrary,  that  the 
Christians  were  included,  is  affirmed  by  no  ancient 
writer :  the  distinction  indeed,  though  not  mentioned,  is 
clearly  implied  in  Epiphanius's  assertion ;  that  the  He- 
brew Christians,  after  Adrian's  settlement  of  the  ^lian 
colony,  returned  from  Pella,  whither  they  had  retired 
from  the  distresses  of  the  war,  to  JEMk  ;  for  it  happens, 
that  this  fact,  of  which  Dr  Priestley  does  me  the  honour 
to  make  me  the  inventor,  is  asserted  by  Epiphanius : 
Epiphanius,  having  related  that  Aquila,  the  same  per- 
•on,  who  afterwards  made  a  translation  of  the  scriptnrea 
of  the  Old  Testament  into  Greek,  was  employed  by 
Adrian,  as  overseer  of  the  works  at  iElia,  proceeds  in 

these  words  :  i  ritrvv  Axvxac,  hctyaY  iv  rn  Iffv^axifyK,  xai  ofof 
Tvc  yua6)/7cic  ruf  fiaifflav  rot  a^tr^xoir  iviv/JoLf  rn  trt^Un  xoci 
wfipLHOt  utyoLXa  ifyal^ofiif}/^  IcLriuv  xoei  aKKOf  ^avfiLa%v*  mat 
y«/)  'rnOZTPEi^ antes'  AHO  HEAAHS  twc  Stxctcr.Mwc  tic 

\ifM9GLKVIfA^   %CU  SlWxor7<C'    iflTILOLyOLf    tfJLiXhtV    ff    tTOXlC  iktVKl^Xi 

fiilaL^nvon  aTTO  rn^  troxtQc,  /ucAXvo-iyc  ifiyif  an'o^Kv§9cn  ctriric 
9CU  fitlcLfa^Oi  yifOfjLint  axtiffOLv  iv  TliKkii  r>;  vrfoyiyfa/u./jLirii  fsroxu 
^if«r  TV  I«fS«rv,   ifric   U  Wxcctommc  Mytloti    i/Vai*  ^tlx  li 
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et  Mens.  Whether  this  return  of  the  Christians  of  J^ 
rusalem  from  Pella,  took  place  in  the  interval^  betweeq 
the  end  of  Titus's  war  and  the  commencement  of  Adri- 
an's, or  after  the  end  of  Adrian's,  is  a  matter  of  no 
importance :  it  is  sufficient  for  my  purpose,  that  these 
returned  Christians  were  residing  at  Jerusalem,  or  mors 
properly  at  iElia^  at  the  same  time  that  Aquila  waa  re- 
siding there  as  overseer  of  the  emperor's  works :  let  not 
the  publick  therefore  be  abnsed  by  any  caviln,  whicli 
ignorance  or  fraud  may  raise,  about  tlie  chronology  of 
the  return.^  To  this  assertion  (rfEpiphanius,  Mosheim^ 


*  Dr  Prieidej,  in  the  third  of  hit  Third  Letters,  has  treated  this  tcaliiiia^ 
of  Epiphanias  just  as  I  expected,  and  indeed  predicted :  he  first  endeaTOurt  t» 
embarrass  the  argument  with  some  chronological  difficulties ;  and  then  gets  rid  of 
it  in  his  own  peculiar  manner,  bj  making  positive  tcsUmonj  submit  to  his  ova 
theory.  <*Whut  can  be  more  evident,"  he  says,  *<than  that  the  return  of  the 
Jewish  Christians  from  Pella,  mentioned  in  tliis  passage  by  Epiphanius,  ia  that 
return  mhich  followed  the  destruction  of  Jcnisalem  by  Tilus  P"*  Be  it  so.  Itii 
granted  then,  tliat  some  of  (he  Jewish  Christians,  who  fled  to  Pella  during  Titos'f 
wur,  returned  to  Jerusalem  aflerwanls:  but  the  question  is,  not  at  what  time  the 
JeM-i^h  Christi:ii:S,  whom  Aquila  fnund  at  JElia,  had  returned  thitlier;  but  at 
what  time  h«*  conversed  with  them :  Epiphanius  8;tys,  he  conversed  with  them  at 
the  time  tint  he  was  superintendent  of  Adrian's  works  at  JElia :  at  that  time 
therefore,  there  were  Hebrew  Christians  settled  st  £Ua,  or  they  could  not  then 
have  coiivei-sed  with  Aquila.  I  maintain,  that  there  is  no  reason  to  believe,  thai 
the  Mebrew  Christians  quietly  settled  at  iElia,  before  the  Jc>»ish  rehelUou,  wera 
included  in  Adrian's  edict  for  the  banishmcut  of  the  Jews. 

But  Dr  Priestley  remarks  (urlher,  \x\\o\\  tlie  authority  of  Cave,  that  AquiU'f 
translation  of  the  Old  Teslantcnt,  was  made  in  the  lltli  or  I2tli  year  of  Adrian  : 
then,  sinre  that  translation  was  undertaken  in  consequence  of  his  apostacy,  and  hit 
apostacy  was  some  considerable  time  after  his  conversion;  Dr  Priestley  infers^ 
that  his  conversion  •* was  probably  prior  to  the  reign  of  Adrian;"  and  so,  the 
whole  story  of  his  intercourse  with  the  Jewish  Christians  at  ^lia,  while  he  waa 
resithnjc  Uiere  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  is  discredited. 

Perhaps,  to  assign  the  exact  year  of  Aquila's  transUtioo,  would  pit>vc  a  tisk  of 
no  leu  difficulty  to  any  who  ihoukl  aUenpt  it,  than  to  dctermiao  the  day  of  tho 


rektiog  the  fact^  refers :  relating  the  same  fact  to  Moi- 
•beiai^  I  referred*  to  the  very  passage^f  where  Dc 
Priestley^  had  he  known  what  it  is  to  examine  authorif 
ties  before  he  pronounces  upon  them,  might  have  found 
the  reference  to  the  original  author :  the  confidence  with 
which  he  mentions  this,  as  a  fact  forged  by  me,  is  onlj 
<me  instance,  out  of  a  great  number,  of  his  own  shame- 
less intrepidity  in  assertion. 

7*  fint,  to  return  from  the  detection  of  Dr  Priestiey^s 
fictions,  to  the  historical  discussion.  It  may  seem,  that 
my  six  positions  go  no  further,  than  to  account  for  th« 
disuse  of  the  Mosaick  law,  among  the  Christians  of 
Palestine,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  thing  took 
place ;  and  that  they  amount  not  to  a  proof,  that  a  church 
of  Hebrew  Christians,  not  adhering  to  the  rites  of  Juda* 
ism,  actually  existed  at  iBlia :  to  complete  the  proi£ 
therefore,  1  might  appeal  to  Epiphanius's  assertion,  of 
the  return  of  the  Christians  of  Jerusalem  from  Pella : 
but  I  will  rather  derive  the  proof,  from  a  fact  which  I 


week,  and  the  hour  of  the  daj,  when  the  laat  irord  ofllMt  work  irat  written :  the 
leaned  Cave  had,  at  far  as  I  know,  no  reason  for  fixing  Aqnila's  tvanslatMNi  |p 
the  11th  or  12th  of  Adrian ;  hat  that  Epiphanhis  aays,  that  in  the  12th  year  of 
Adrian, «  Aqaila  first  became  known :  hoX  if  Bpiphaiiiiia  is  to  be  beyered,  Aqo&iL 
ftnt  beeame  known  by  Adrian's  appointOMnt  of  hloi  to  io  eouiderable  an  offiee^ 
M  that  of  overseer  of  the  pabliek  works  at  £lia.  This  wai  in  the  12th  year  oC 
Adrian :  his  eonrersion  to  Christianity  was  some  tnne  mbaeqiient  to  that  apoint- 
BieBt;  hb  apostacy»  at  some  eonsUerahle  dlsta^pe  of  thne^  subsequent  to  his  00%* 
^raion,  and  his  translation  of  the  Old  Testament  subsequent  to  his  apostacy :  i^ 
tbf*,  the  time  of  that  trandatioo,  ean  be  no  otherwise  defined  than  thus :  that  it 
certainly  was  not  earlier  than  the  ISth  of  Adrian^  and  probab^,  was  bter  bf 
Ml  intenral  of  numy  years. 

My  argument  therefore  from  Epiphanhis^  stands  its  gnmnd,  and  the  eantkA 
%Ueh  I  gate  the  pobliek,  not  to  be  abased  fay  etfils  which  might  be  nOiidabQQt 
^  ehranology  of  the  return  from  Pelk,  ia  bat  too  mneh  justified  by  the  trent 

•  Letters  to  Dr  Priestley,  p.  61. 
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thiuk  more  convieicing  timii  tlio  testimony  of  Epiph«- 
DJus ;  &  fact,  by  which  llmt  testimony  is  itself  iDdeed 
coufinaeil.     I  affirm  then, 

VII.  That  a  body  of  orthodox  Christians  of  the 
.Hebrews,  were  actually  existing  in  the  world,  much 
later  thau  in  the  time  of  Adrian. 

.  8.  The  testimony  of  Oiigen  I  hold  too  cheap,  to  avwl 
myself  of  his  triiilo  division  of  the  Hebrew  CbristiaD^ 
to  prove  the  existence  of  the  orthodox  set,  in  his  time) 
it  must  be  observed,  however,  (hat,  were  hia  eTideoc* 
ftt  all  admissible,  his  distinction  would  be  somewhat  a 
•tronger  proof  for  me,  than  his  general  assertion,  of 
which  the  generality  is  discredited  by  the  distinction 
eHerwards  alleged,  can  be  allowed  to  be  for  my  anta- 
i;oDiit.  But  1  give  him  Origen.  1  will  rest  the  credit 
of  my  seventh  position,  upon  the  mention  which  ocean 
Id  St  Jerome's  commentary  upon  Isaiah,  of  Hebrai^ 
believing  in  Christ  as  distinct  from  the  Naz.»reiieg  :  St 
Jerome  relates  two  different  expositions  of  the  prophe- 
cy, concerning  Zabulon  and  Naphtali,  delivered  in  the 
beginning  of  the  ninth  chapter  of  Isaiah  ;  of  which  ex- 
positions he  ascribes  the  one  to  the  Hebrews  believing 
in  Christ;  the  other,  to  the  J^azarenes — tlie  character 
.given  of  these  Hebrews,  that  "  they  believed  in  Christ," 
without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief  from  the 
common  belief  of  the  church,  without  any  note  of  its 
error  or  imperfection,  is  a  plain  character  of  complete 
orthodoxy :  for  it  was  neither  the  disposition  of  St  Je- 
rome, nor  the  fashion  of  his  age,  to  miss  any  (^pmto. 
nj^  of  procluming  the  vices  of  those,  who  were  deemed 
hereticks ;  unless  upon  occasions,  when  some  rhetoriod 
purpose  might  he  answered  by  concealing  them ;  but  no 
rhelorkal  purpose  wag  (o  be  answered,  ia  these  notes 
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upon  Isaiah^  by  a  concealment  of  any  error^  that  bad 
been  jastly  to  be  imputed  to  these  Hebrews;  lior  wa9 
Bi  Jerome  at  all  concerned  to  maintain  the  pairticnlar 
exposition  which  he  ascribes  to  them  :  he  had  therefore 
no  indacement  to  conceal  their  errors — but  he  taxes  them 
with  iione :  he  liad  therefore  no  harm  to  say  of  them : 
they  were  orthodox  believers;  and  the  distinction  of  them 
from  the  Nazarenes,  made  by  St  Jerome^  is  a  plain  proof 
that  they  were  not  observers  of  the  Mosaick  law :  for  al^ 
though  the  Mosai<^k  law  was  observed^  in  tlie  orthoddoc 
-church  of  Jerusalem^  until  the  time  of  the  suppression  of 
the  Jewish  rebelHoa  by  Adrian  ^  it  was  after  his  time^  by 
my  adversary's  own  confession^  confined  to  the  Naz^ 
Irenes  and  the  Ebionites :  if  then  the  Hebrews  believing 
in  Ghrist^  observed  not  the  Mosaick  law  in  the  time  df 
6t  Jerome,  since  the   Mosaick  law  had  been  observed 
by  the  first  race  of  believing  Hebrews;  it  follows,  that 
the  practice  of  the  Hebrew  cougregationsr  had  undei^pna 
a  change,  at  some  time  before  the  ag^  of  St  Jeromesi 
Dr  Priestley  says,  that  great  bodies  of  men  change  not 
their  opinions  soon :  I  say,  they  never  change  their  old 
customs  and  inveterate  habits,  but  from  some  powerful 
motive  :  now,  in  what  period  of  the  history  of  the  church, 
shall  we  find  a  posture  of  affairs,  so  likely  to  induce  the 
Hebrew  Christians  to  forsake  the  Mosaick  law,  as  that 
which  obtained  in  Palestine,  upon  the  final  dispersion 
of  the  Jews  by  Adrian?  If  the  orthodox  Christians  of 
the  Hebrews,  actually  existing  somewhere  in  the  world^ 
from  the  reign  of  Adrian  to  the  days  of  St  Jerome, 
were  not  members  of  the  church  of  ^iia,  dwelling  at 
JElia,  and  in  the  adjacent  parts  of  Palestine,  Dr  Priest- 
ley,  if  he  be  so  pleased,  may  seek  their  settlement :  it 
is  no  small  difficulty  upon  my  adversoj'y's  side,  that  he 
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can  neither  tell  "  what  became  of  the  Christian  Jews/' 
ap<ui  his  supprwition,  that  with  (lie  aQbelieviag  Jews 
they  "  were  driven  out  of  Jerusalem  by  Adrian  ;''*  nuTp 
from  what  quarter  the  Greek  church  of  ^lia  was  fur- 
■iahed  with  ita  mambers, 

9.  Upon  these  foundationa,  which  &  stronger  am 
Uiu  Dr  Priestley's  shall  not  be  able  to  tear  up,  standi 
**  the  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  Christiana  at  Jerusa- 
km  :"f  to  which  the  assertors  of  the  catholick  faith  will 
VOt  scrapie  to  appeal,  iu  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  tbur 
doctrine,  whatever  offence  the  very  mention  of  the  or- 
ibodox  church  of  Jeraaalem,  may  give  to  the  euragcd 
baresiarcfa-t 

10.  He  asks  me,  what  evidence  I  can  bring  that  this 
Cborcb,  even  before  the  time  of  Adrian,  was  Trinitari* 
tn :  I  brought  evidence  in  my  letters,!  which  he  bath 
not  been  able  to  refute  :  upon  his  own  principles,  thi 
acknowledgment  of  their  orthodoicy  in  later  times,  by 
Writen^vbo  would  have  acknowledged  no  orthodoxy  of 
RDj'Uiutarian  sect,  might  be  a  snfllcieat  evidence  of 
their  earliest  orthodoxy :  the  evidence  which  I  ban 
broogbt,  ia  nothing  less  than  an  attestation  of  a  nembec 
ol  this  earliert  Hebrew  church,  to  the  belief  <d  himself, 
ftod  hia  Hebrew  brethren,  in  onr  Lord's  divinity.  Bat 
"^  they  were  Nazarenes,  (says  Dr  Priestley,)  Epi- 
pha&ius  represents   them   as   Unitarian,  when  John 


*  *  WU  bMane  «f  die  Chrbtiu  Itwt  vbo  were  ^itta  oat  ofJeraidem  If 
UHmt,  doM  Dtt  vftti^    Seeond  Ltwn,  he.  p.  4S. 

t  «Thiii  fMk  t^  (JMnch  cif  ortiMdmt  JpvHb  QuNtku  M  JcnMlea,  h*." 
BMMdLettNM,p.M. 

4  *  —  r  ko0a,  (id  ptpvtiu  tvret  tXtttJ  I  hopr,  bovcTcr,  we  iJialt  he« 
M  IMN  If  A*m  u  M  CTidrnM  ef  te  >Hii<iitr  <£  iba  TtUbuiw  doctiteT 
Smw)  I-rtlcr^  p.  «. 
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wrote»'^^  I  have  said^  and  I  will  never  cease  to  say, 
that  EpiphaDius'8  representation  justifies  no  such  opin- 
ion :  but  what  is  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Naza- 
renes^  or,  what  is  any  account  of  the  Nazarenes  to  the 
purpose,  tf  the  Hebrews  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  were 
DO  Nazarenes  ?  With  St  Jerome,  the  Hebrews  believing 
in  Christ,  and  the  Nazarenes,  are  different  people. 

N.  B.  iDr  Priestley's  objections  to  the  evidence 
brought  from  St  Jerome,  in  proof  of  my  seventh  po- 
intion,  which  be  hath  advanced  in  the  fourth  of  his 
Third  Letters,  are  answered  in  the  sixth  of  the  Sup- 
plemental Disquisitions. 


'  SeMDd  Letterf,  p.  46. 
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CHAPTER  THIRD. 

Of  the  Ilehrew  church,  and  it$  seeit. 


arif. 

I 


IT  must  Etrikr.  the  learned  reader,  thftt  the  N&za- 
nnes  mentioned  by  St  Jei-ome,  in  (he  passage  to  wliicb 
I  now  rerer,  of  his  annulatioiis  on  Isaiah ;  must  have 
been  a  different  people  from  those,  mentioned  by  him 
with  euch  contempt  in  his  epistle  to  St  Austin,  and  de- 
scribed by  Epiphanius.  Tlic  Nazarenea,  here  men. 
tioned  by  St  Jerome,  held  the  scribes  and  pharisees  in 
dttestation  *,  their  traditions  in  contempt ;  and  the  apostle 
St  Paul  in  high  veneration  :•  and  yet  these  Nazarenes, 
of  the  best  sort,  were  itill  a  dittinct  set  of  people  from 
the  Hebrew*  believing  in  Christ;  that  is,  from  the  or- 
thodox church  of  Jerusalem,  direaled,  in  coosequeoce  of 
Adrian's  edicts  against  the  Jews,  of  whai,  until  the 
time  of  those  edicts,  it  had  retained  of  the  exterior  ftmn 
of  Judaism.  These  remarks  lead,  I  think,  to  a  more 
disUuct  notion  of  the  diflereut  sects  of  Hebrews,  pro- 
fessing the  Christian  reli^o,  than  I  have  met  with  in 
writers  of  ecclesiastical  antiquity  ;  a  much  more  distinct 
one,  I  confess,  than  I  had  myself  formed,  when  I  deli- 
vered the  Charge  to  the  clergy  of  my  archdeaconiy> 
which  gave  the  beginning  to  this  controversy  ;  a  Dotion 
however,  perfectly  consistent  with  every  thing  which  1 

*  Sm  St  JnwBB  i*  I*,  fak  I,  9^  9,  et  TuL  14,  It— >!.' 
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Iben  maintained ;  and  tending  to  establish  the  points^  in 
which  I  differ  from  Dr  Priestley :  as  the  question  abont 
the  Hebrew  sects  is  of  great  importance,  I  shall  here 
briefly  state  the  sum  of  what  I  have  found  concerning 
them  in  ancient  writers,  and  then  propound  my  owa 
conclusions. 

S.  The  Nazarenes  are  not  mentioned  by  Irensus : 
Iren»us  says  of  the  Ebioniles,*  that  they  acknowledged 
God  for  the  maker  of  the  world ; — that  they  resembled 
not  Gerinthus  or  Oarpocrates,  in  their  opinions  about 
Christ ; — ^that  they  used  only  the  Gt>spel  by  St  Mat- 
thew;— were  over  curious  in  the  exposition  of  the 
prophets ; — disowned  the  apostle  Paul,  calling  him  an 
apostate  from  the  law  ; — circumcised,  and  retained  tho 
Jewish  laws  and  Jewish  customs.  This  description  of 
the  Ebionites  occurs,  in  that  part  of  the  great  work  of 
IreniEus,  which  is  extant  only  in  a  barbarous  Latin  trans* 
lation :  in  the  passage  which  relates  to  their  opinions 
about  Christ,  Gotelerius  suspects  a  corruption  ;  and  for 
non  simUitery  he  would  read  consimiliter ;  supposing 
that  IreujEUs  must  have  affirmed,  that  he  could  not  deny, 
their  resemblance  of  Cerinthus  and  Carpocrates  in  that 
article ;  and  this  indeed  is  agreeable,  as  will  appear,  to 
the  descriptions  given  of  the  Ebionites  by  other  writers. 

3.  Iren^us  in  another  place  insinuates,  that  for 
ifvine,  in  the  Eucharist^  the  Ebionites  substituted  pure 

iWater.f 

.  4.  TertuUian  says,  that  Ebion  made  Jesus  a  mere 
jnan,  of  the  seed  of  David  only,  that  is,  not  also  the 
|Son  of  Ood ;  in  some  respect,  higher  in  glory  than  the 


*  Irensttt,  lib.  i.  c.  S6. 
t  Ibid.  fib.  ▼.  c.  2. 


BE^iARKS  uroH  i'.UtT  a. 

prophets  :•  in  anoUier  place  t  he  says,  thai  EbioD  via 
the  successor  of  Ceriulhua;  oat  agreeing  ^^lili  him  ia 
every  particular,  inasmuch  ae  he  allowed  that  tlie  worU 
vas  madf  by  God,  not  by  angels :  that,  as  a  codW' 
quence  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  be  maiulained  th< 
lasting  obligation  of  the  Mosaick  law ;  because  it  a 
written,  that  the  disciple  is  not  above  the  master,  no 
the  servant  above  his  lord :  TertuUiao  says  DOthing 
expressly,  about  the  agreement,  or  disagreement  of 
Ebion  and  Cerinthus,  in  their  notions  of  Christ;  bui 
the  impiety  of  miuntainiiig  that  he  was  a  mere  man,  the 
son  of  Joseph,  he  ascribes  to  Caqiocrates  and  Ceriuthui 
as  well  as  Kbiun  ;  which  renders  the  emendatioD,  prck 
posed  by  Cotelerius,  in  the  Latin  version  of  IrenziUi 
contimiliter  for  nen  similiter,  very  probable  ;  especially^ 
tm  a  further  agreement  of  the  Ebtoiiites  and  Goostick^ 
in  their  notions  about  Christ,  is  maintained  by  othir  ' 
writers.  TertulHan  again,  in  another  place,  tiavii^ 
mentioned  "  that  St  Paul,  writing  to  the  Galatians,  ia. 
veighs  against  the  observers  and  defenders  of  circumci. 
lion  and  the  law,"  adds,  *'  this  was  Ebion's  heresy  :"X 
this,  however,  is  no  argument  that  !Ebiua  lived  wliea 
khat  epistle  was  written ;  TertDllian  means  odIj  to  n- 
■lafk,  that  Ehion's  tenets,  in  this  article,  wen  dearly 
confoted  by  6t  Paul's  writioga.  Id  the  same  place,  h% 
nentioDS  the  denial  of  the  reaurrectioa  of  the  body,  bj 
Marcion,  Apelles,  and  Yaleotinus,  as  an  error  repnmi 
in  St  PauPi  first  epbtle  to  the  Corinthians :  bat  bo  on^ 
I  imagine,  would  thence  conclude,  that  Marcion,  Apelw 
ka,  and  TaleotiDUS,  were  contemporaries  of  the  ^poitle. 


•  Deunu!ChTtatl,cl4.  f  Ac  FnNBript.ItaiCt.  e.U. 
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ff.  Origen^  in  the  second  book  against  Celsas,  seems 
to  comprehend  the  whole  body  of  the  Hebrew  Chrit- 
tians  under  the  name  of  Ebionites ;  and  affirms^  that  they 
adhered  to  the  law  of  their  fathers  :*  but  in  another 
place,  where  he  professes  to  describe  the  Christianity  of 
the  Hebrews  with  the  greatest  accuracy,  he  divides  the 
whole  body  into  three  sects  :  the  first,  like  other  Chris- 
tians, entirely  discarded  the  Mosaick  law ;  the  second, 
retained  the  observation  of  the  law  in  the  letter  of  the 
precept,  admitting  however  the  same  spiritual  exposi- 
tions of  it,  which  were  set  up  by  those  who  discarded 
it ;  the  third  sort,  not  only  observed  the  law  according 
to  the  letter,  but  rejected  all  spiritual  expositions  cf 

it.t 

0.  Eusebius  divides  the  Ebionites  into  two  sorts, 
both  denying  our  Lord's  divinity ;  but  the  better  sor^ 
believing  the  miraculous  conception :%  both  rejected  the 
epistles  of  St  Paul,  whom  they  called  an  apostate  fropi 
the  law :  they  used  the  Gospel  according  to  the  He-^ 
hrews^  and  held  the  canonical  gospels  in  little  esteem : 
they  kept  both  the  Jewish  Sabbath  and  the  Christiaa 
Sunday.  Origen  and  Eusebius,  like  Irenseus,  mention 
not  the  Nazarenes  by  name. 

7*  St  Jerome,  in  his  commentary  upon  Isaiah,  men^ 
tions  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  ;||  and,  as  a  distinct 
set  of  people  from  these  believing  Hebrews,  he  men- 
tions Nazarenes  who  observed  the  law,^  but  despised 
the  traditions  of  the  Pharisees,  thought  highly  of  St 
Paul,^  and  held  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity : 
for,  by  an  exposition  of  Isaiah  viii.  18, 14,  which  St 
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leromc  ft-icrit>e»  to  Ihetn,  it  apiiears  that  thfy  tckoow. 
lect^d  in  Christ  the  n-:*  ^.p-  [the  LortI  God  of  hmi*} 
of  the  Old  TcsUment  In  hia  epistle  tci  St  Augutttio,* 
8t  Jcmme  dcacrittcit  Nazarenrs  of  another  enrt,  "  whs 
believed  in  Climt  the  Son  of  God,  bora  of  (be  Virgil 
Mary,  in  whom  tlte  orthodox  believe ;"  but  were,  m* 
TeKheleM,  io  bigotted  (o  the  Mosaick  law,  thai  the; 
vere  rather  to  be  considered  as  a  Jewiah  sect  than  ■ 
Ckrtstian.  In  the  same  place,  be  speaks  of  the  Ebioiu 
ifes  an  a  sect  anathematized  for  tbetr  Judaism,  and 
falsely  pretending  to  be  ChrisUaus ;  and  in  bis  commeil> 
tary  upon  St  Klatthew  xii.  he  says,  Uiey  ackuowledgjod 
hot  Bt  PaiiFa  apostolical  commission. 

8.  Kpipbanius  describes  the  sect  of  the  Nazarenc% 
B9  a  sect  of  people  lianlly  to  be  distinguished  from 
Jews ;  lie  expressBi)  a  doubt,  whether  they  acknowfr 
kdged  our  Lord's  divinity  :  but  the  terms  in  which  hir 
doubt  is  expressed,  argue  that  it  was  groundless-t  H« 
dsscribei  ihfb  Etnonitei  m  TMCBbling  the  Saiaaritui^ 
nther  than  the  Jewsj-^-u  maintunfaig  that  Jesas  irm 
flw  mn  of  Mary,  by  her  hatband  }~4faat  the  Cbriit» 
deaceading  firom  heaven  in  the  figora  of  a  dove,  eBtmd 
into  Jesns  at  his  baptism.  He  says,  that  the  Nagare— i 
Md  the  Bbioaitea,  had  each  a  Hebrew  goqtel,  (the  oalj 
«ne  which  they  received,)  which  they  called  the  goapd 
by  Bt  Matthew ; — that  the  copies  received  by  the  tm 
Mcts  wen  different :  cempated  with  the  trae  gospel 
by  Bt  Matthew,  which  the  church  receives,  the  Ebifr- 
naan  copy  was  the  least  entire,  and  the  moat  compt: 
be  speaks  of  the  Bbionites,  as  a  sect  which  branched 
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i  appeared  not  till  afier  the 


of  Jeratalem.^ 
9.  From  the  testimoDy  of  an  ancient  writer^  cited  hj 
Buebins^  it  appear^  that  one  Theodotusy  a  native  ef 
Byzantinn^  a  tamiw  by  trade^  at  the  very  end  of  the 
ieeoad' centmyy  was  the irst. who  taught Iheaiere  htk* 
manity  of  Ohristt  He  preached  at  Borne.  His  dec- 
trine  wae  an  extension  of  die  impiety  of.  the  first.Bbi* 
onites:  foi^  with  them,  the  homanily  of  ^Ohrifti  waa 
over  at  his  baptism.):  He  waa  then  deified;  or,  at 
leasts '  exalted  above  humanity  by  the  iUapee  cf  the 
Ohrist  .1  ..«£..     .u 

-  10.  Now,  from  all  this^  I  seem  to  gather^  tiiat  after 
the*  destmotion  of  Jerusalem,  •  the  Hebrew  cfamch,  if 
fmder  that' name  we  may  comprehend  ^he-^eeots  wUch 
wparated  frottit,  was  diTided  into  Ate»diffeMMt  seta  of 
yeople. 

L  St  Jerome's  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ :  these 
imre  arthedox  Ghiistians  of  Hebrew  extraction,  who 
kad  laid  aside  the  use  of  the  Mosaick  law. — ^'f  hey  are 
ihe  same  with  the  first  set,  in  Origan's  three£[dd  division 
of  the  Hebrew  Christians. 

f  IL  Naaarenes  of  the  better  sort,  orthodox  in  their 
creed,  though  retaining  the  use  of  the  Mosaick  law : 
as  they  were  admirers  of  St  Paul,  they  could  not  es- 
teem the  law,  generally  necessary  to  salvation.  If 
these  people  were  all  heretical,  I  should  guess  that  it 
was  in  this  single  point,  that  they  received  the  gospel  of 
ihe  Nazarenes,  instead  of  the  canonical  gospels. 


*  E{nph.  Her.  90. 
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III.  Nazarenes  of  a  worse  8ort,  bigotled  to  Ihe  Jew  Uh 
Uw,  but  still  odiiodox,  for  any  thing  that  appom  to 
the  contrwj  in  tbeir  creed  :  these  were  tbe  pniper  Na- 
zarenes,  described  under  that  name  by  Epiphanius,  and 
by  St  Jeixime  iu  his  epistle  to  St  Austin.  These  two 
■ects,  the  better  and  the  worse  sort  of  Nazareaes,  make 
tbe  middle  set  in  Origen's  tbreefold  division. 

IV.  Ebionites  denying  our  Lord's  divinity,  but  ad- 
nitting  the  fact  of  the  miraculous  conception. 

T.  Ebionites  of  a  worse  sort,  denying  the  miraculooi 
conception,  but  still  maintaining  an  union  of  Jesus  with 
B  divine  being,  which  commenced  upon  his  baptism. 
These  two  sects,  the  better  and  tbe  worst  sort  of  Ebion- 
ifbUf  make  the  last  set  in  Origen's  threefold  divistOD. 

a.  Thus  wa  find  a  regular,  and  no  nnoatural  grada* 
fion,  from  the  orthodox  Hebrew  Christian  (o  the  bias. 
pbeming  Ebionite.  It  appears,  however,  that  the  ini- 
pious  degradation  of  the  Redeemer's  nature,  though  it 
took  its  rise  among  the  Hebrew  sects,  was  not  carried 
to  its  height  among  them :  a  sect  of  proper  Unitarians, 
bolding  the  perpetual  andei&ed  humanity  of  the  Baviour, 
made  its  first  appearance  at  Rome,  and  boasted  for  its 
fonnder,  Theodotas,  the  apostate  taDoer  of  ByzanUamf 
if,  indeed,  it  was  not  the  growth  of  still  later  times, 
which  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Mr 
Howes,  to  whose  jodgment  I  am  inclined  to  pay  great 
legavd.  These  two  points,  however,  seem  certain :  that 
tbe  Nazarenes,  even  of  the  best  sort,  were  a  different 
people  from  tbe  Hebrew  brethren  of  the  orthodox  church 
of  Jemsalem ;  and  that  the  Nazarenes,  even  of  the  worst 
sort,  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  our  Lord.  In  what 
extent  they  believed  it,  may,  perhaps,  seem  to  some  a 
questioD  in  some  degree  still  open  to  disouasion :  at  prt- 
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sent,  I  see  no  reason  to  recede  from  the  opinion^  which, 
with  great  authorities  upon  my  side,  I  have  hitherto 
maintained,  of  their  entire  orthodoxy  upon  that  article ; 
if,  upon  that  particular  point,  I  should,  at  any  time 
hereafter,  see  cause  to  think  myself  mistaken,  my  con- 
viction is  not  likely  to  come  from  Dr  Priestley,  but  from 
a  very  different  quarter :  Mr  Howes's  9th  number  is 
just  fidlen  into  my  hands ;  that  learned  writer,  I  per- 
ceive, thinks  that  it  was  but  a  subordinate  divinity, 
which  the  Nazarenes  acknowledged  in  our  Lord ;  for 
his  opinion,  I  feel  all  the  deference  which  one  scholar 
owes  to  the  sentiments  of  another ;  but  not  without  the 
strongest  prepossessions,  I  confess,  at  present,  in  favour 
pf  my  own. 


UEMAAKS  eroN 


CHAlPTER  FOURTH. 

Cf^  deeUne  of  C<iIviniMm.—Gf  Conwntlda. 

I  NOW  pass  to  the  Ibird  fnct,  vlitch  I  have  Ukeo 
upon  me  lo  utabUsh :  the  decline  of  GalviDiim,  amount 
ing  almost  to  a  total  extinctioQ  of  it,  among  our  Bngtlsli 
dissentera,  who,  do  long  time  since,  were  generally  Gal- 
viniatf. 

S.  This  fact  ia  of  no  great  importaDce  in  our  contnv 
Ttrsy ;  as  it  is  bnt  very  remotely  connected  with  tbf 
question,  about  the  opiniooa  of  tbe  first  ages.  The  ra> 
pid  decline  of  Calvinism  here  in  Rnglaud,  was  alleged 
by  me  as  an  instance,  in  which  Dr  PriesQey'B  theormif 
timat  tiie  rate  of  veloci^,  with  which  the  opnttnif  «l 
great  bodies  of  men  change ;  would  lead,  in  the  [ffacfi* 
eal  application  of  it,  to  very  erroneoot  coQclusiooi.  If 
my  instance  was  ill-chosen,  it  will  not  immediately  be  ■ 
consequence,  that  Dr  Priestley's  theorem  is  a  falae 
principle  for  the  reformation  of  tbe  history  of  ibt  pruu- 
tive  church,  in  defiance  of  the  testimony  i^  tbe  earlieiC 
writers  extant.  It  would  give  me  great  pleasure  to  find 
myself  in  an  error  with  respect  to  this  (act ;  and  to  ae* 
reason  to  believe  Dr  Priestley,  in  his  assertion,  that  the 
great  body  of  our  dissenters  at  this  day  are  Calviniata. 
80  many  Calvinists  as  are  among  them,  so  maaj 
friends  there  are  to  the  Gatholick  faith  in  all  Hs  tumu 
tial  branches ;  for  tbs  peculiarities  of  Calvinism,  lAct 
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noi  the  essentiak  of  GhristiaDity :  but  I  am  sorry  to 
uyy  that  I  must  still  believe^  that  the  genuine  Galvinists 
among  our  modem  dissenters,  are  very  few ;  unless,  in 
a  matter,  which  hath  so  lately  fallen  under  the  cogni* 
sance  of  the  British  legislature,  I  could  allow  Dr  Priest- 
ley's  assertion,  to  outweigh  the  plain  testimony  of  fact* 
of  poblick  notoriety. 

8.  If  the  great  body  of  the  dissenters  are,  at  this  day, 
Galvinists ;  upon  what  pretence  was  it,  that  the  dissent-, 
ing  ministers,  who,  in  the  years  177S  and  177S,  peti. 
tioned  Parliament  to  be  released  from  the  subscriptions^ 
to  which  they  were  held  by  the  1st  of  William  and 
Mary,  arrogated  to  themselves  the  tide,  of  the  G^keraje* 
Body  of  dissenting  ministers,  of  the  three  denominations 
in  and  about  London  ?  No  true  Galvinist  could  concuv 
ID  that  petition.  For,  although  I  cannot  admit,  that  thik 
articles  of  our  church,  in  the  doctrinal  part,  affirm  the 
•trict  tenets  of  Calfinism ;  yet  they  are  in  this  part, 
what,  as  I  conceive,  no  true  Calvimst  would  scruple  to 
•obscribe ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  great  doctrines  oC 
Ihe  Trinity,  the  Incarnation,  Justification,  and  Grace^ 
#very  genuine  Galvinist,  would  start  at  the  very  thought 
€f  being  supposed,  even  tacitiy  to  concur  in  a  request^ 
lo  be  released  from  a  confession  of  his  faith  :  for  none 
better  understands,  than  the  genuine  Galvinist,  the  force 
^  that  sacred  maxim,  <^  with  the  heart  man  believeth 
unto  righteousness,  and  with  the  mouth  confession  is 
amde  unto  salvation.'^  Would  Dr  Priestley  insinuate, 
Ihat  his  brethren  of  the  Rational  dissent,  approached 
ihe  august  assembly  of  the  British  Parliament,  with  a 
petitien  founded  upon  false  pretensions  ?  Will  he  say, 
Ihat  they  were,  in  fact,  the  minority  of  the  body,  of 
"Which  ttiey  called  themselvea  the  generality  ?  Will  he 
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«ay,  that  the  Thirteen,*  who  in  (he  meeting  of  (he  Ge- 
neral Body  at  the  Library,  in  Red-crosa  Street,  on 
Wednetiday,  December  (he  S3d,  177S,  divided  ag&iost 
the  vote  for  an  application  to  Parliament  to  remove  Ihe 
Testraints,  which  the  wisdom  of  our  forefathers,  by  the 
Act  of  Toleration,  had  imposed;  were  the  repreaenta- 
tives  of  a  more  numerous  body,  tlian  the  Fifty-five  who 
gave  their  suffrages  for  the  motion:!  who  at  a  subse- 
quent meeting,  euffered  nut  the  protest  of  the  thirteen 
orthodox  ministers,  to  be  recorded  in  the  minutes  of  (he 
busineBs  of  the  day  ;  and  with  difficulty  permitted  tbehr 
reasons  tube  read?J  A  proceeding,  by  the  way,  which 
clearly  shows,  bow  cordially  these  pretended  friends  of 
general  toleration,  would  delight,  were  Ihcy  in  power, 
to  tolerate  opinions  which  might  differ  from  their  own  ; 
and  evinces  the  propriety  of  the  prayer,  which  a  sense 
of  iucb  wrongs,  drew  from  a  member  of  the  orthodox 
minority,  "  From  the  power  of  such  pretenders  to  supe- 
rior reason,  may  God  and  Tue  Biutish  GK)vbknhent 
ever  defend  the  orthodox  dissenters." |j  These  Uiir- 
teen,  spake  only  the  sentiments  of  every  Calvjnist,  wbea 
they  said,  *'  We  believe  the  doctrines  of  the  articles  to 
bi;  both  true  and  important :  We  dare  not  therefore  con- 
sent, to  be  held  np  to  view  as  those,  who  indulge  any 
doubts  respecting  their  truth,  or  at  all  hesitate  abook 
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tbeir  impiNptaiice.  We  coMidw  them  M  the  lifune  qC 
eur  bup^  the  spurce  of  oar  comfort^  and  tlie  most  power- 
ful incenitive  to  a  coarse  of  eiocece^  etetdfiuit^  eheeiful 
obedieoce.^^*  {t  were  iiynatice  to  these  woiihj  meiif 
to  let  pass  aoy  occasion,  of  mentioniiig  their  names  with 
the  reverence  which  ie  due  to  them.  David  l|uire^ 
John  Rogers^  Thomaa  Towle,  Samndi  Brewer^  ^A^ 
ward  Hilcbin^  Thomas  Oswald^  John  Fotts^  John  Trot- 
ter, John  MacgGwai^  George  Bti^hens,  Joseph  Poppler 
well,  Henry  Hunter,  John  Kello  ^  these  wese  the  ven#r 
fable  confessors,  wluv  en  the  SSd  of  December,  i7?% 
and  on  the  S7th  of  January  ia  the  foUowiog  year,  ii^ 
meetings  of  the  General  Body  of  the  three  denomUutr 
tions,  stood  for  the  faith  once  deUoered  tS'  the  jomtiu 
^  They  tboi^ht  themselves  bound,  they  said,  t&ooniend 
earnestly  for  it,  against  all  who  shonld  expose  it^'^  For 
this  purpose  they  fcHrmed,  as  I  gather  from  the  doco^ 
laents  of  the  times,t  into  a  distinct  association..  Whesf. 
the  petitioii  of  the  Kationaliste  was  laid  before  the  Far* 
liament,  they  were  firm  and  active  in  their  oppositions 
to  it ;  considering  the  reqiaest  as  little  less  than  a  blow^ 
eraftily  aimed  at  the  very  vitals  of  the  reformed  rsligien^ 
and,  indeed,  of  Christianity  itselt  They  presented  » 
crose  petition4  signed,  as  they  themselves  said,  by  the 
ministers  as  well  as  the  luty,  of  the  most  respectable 
congregations  of  real  Protestant  dissenters  in  town  and 
country :  but,  when  they  wished  to  ^ve  credit  and  aup* 
thority  to  their  (^position,  by  boasting^of  tbeir  numbers,, 
ihe  most  that  they  could  say,  of  the  nnmber  of  miustere 
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who  hftd  signed  the  cross  petiUon,  was  this :  that  they 
were  ^  upwards  of  Fifty/^  The  namber  of  dissratiiig 
iiinisters  in  the  whole  kingdom^  was  reckoned  at  that 
time  to  be  aboat  SOOO,  of  which  00  b  just  the  fortieth 
part:  when  Dr  Priestley  therefore  affirms,  that  the 
^  majority  of  the  dissenting  ministers  are  still  Calvin* 
»ts/'  he  most  be  understood  to  use  the  same  rhetorical 
igare,  by  which,  in  the  Postcript  of  his  First  Letters  to 
Bie,  he  swelled  a  few  periods  of  Clemens  Alexandrioos 
to  the  size  of  a  whole  book.  By  a  computation  formed 
^npon  that  instance,  I  concluded  the  proportion  of  the 
Friestleian  to  the  vulgar  wholU^  to  be  that  of  1  to 
iB;  from  tlus  new  instance,  it  turns  out  somewhat 
larger. 

4.  Thus,  from  the  evidence  of  publick  facts,  1  have 
the  mortification  to  find  Dr  Priestley's  sentiments  coq- 
fhted,  and  my  own  confirmed,  concerning  the  present 
state  of  Calvinism  among  the  English  dissenters :  and, 
however  it  may  now  serve  Dr  Priestley's  purpose,  to 
magnify  the  numbers  of  the  Galvinists ;  bis  Rational 
brethren,  in  the  year  1772,  spoke  of  tlieir  own  majority, 
in  terms  which  implied,  tliat  the  Calvinists  were,  in 
their  judgment,  a  very  inconsiderable  part  of  the  whole 
body  of  the  dissenters.  <^  It  is  admitted,"  say  the  Ra^ 
iionalists,  in  the  Case  of  the  Protestant  dissenting  JUu 
nisters  and  SdwolmasterSy  "  that  the  greater  part  of  the 
dissenting  ministei's  have  not  complied,  and  canuot  in 
conscience  comply,  with  the  subscription  required  by 
the  Act  of  Toleration :  the  dissenting  ministers  in  gene* 
ral  are,  consequently,  liable  to  the  penalties  abovemeu- 
tioned."  After  stating  the  relief  which  they  desired  to 
obtain,  they  allege,  that  the  "generality  of  Protestant 
dissenting  mioisters,  together  with  their  people,  are  hap- 


pily  anited  in  the  object  of  the  prefent  application/^* 
The  iietitioning  difsenCera,  it  aeema,  in  the  year  VH^ 
thought  the  Calvinists  ao  few  and  inconaiderablei  that 
the  ministers,  who  could  not  in  conacience  comply  with 
the  let  of  William  and  Mary,  and  were  happily  united 
in  the  object  of  the  application  at  that  time  made  to  Par* 
liament,  seemed  to  them  the  generality  of  Protestairt 
dissentiog  ministers.  These  gentlemen  kneW;  it  it  to 
be  presumed,  the  state  of  the  diaaent  They  meant  not 
to  impose  a  lie  upon  the  three  estatea  of  tlie  British  le- 
t^kture-^for  tAey  wwt  ally  aU  tumouraile  men/  If 
then  my  notion  of  the  decline  of  Calvinism  is  errone- 
0US9  Dr  Priestley  will  at  least  confess^  that  I  am  coou* 
tenanced  and  supported  in  my  arror^  by  a  very  reapecta- 
Ue  authority. 

0.  I  am  not  ignorant  indeed,  that  this  authority  waa 
treated  with  little  respect  by  the  protesting  Calvinists  $ 
^ho  allowed  no  superiority  of  numbers  on  the  side  of 
the  Rationalists  :t  it  was  pretended^  that  maqy  Calvin* 
ists  concurred  in  the  petition :  some  in  mere  tendemesa 
for  scrupulous  consciences ;  many  more  upon  that  good^ 
ly  principle,  the  source  of  all  that  orderly  submission 
to  the  higher  powers,  which  hath  ever  been  ao  conspi- 
cuous in  the  Puritans  of  this  country ;  that  even  a  true 
faith,  is  not  to  be  confessed  at  the  requisition  of  the 
magistrate.  I  bear  that  good  will  to  Calvinism,  that  it 
gives  me  real  concern  to  remember,  that  it  hath  ever 
been  disgraced  by  a  connexion  with  such  a  principle  f 
I  am  inclined  however  to  believe,  that  the  Calvinists, 


*  Sec  ^Vilk]c*I  CoIlecUoo,  No.  L 
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MjCbtigeyWMiiotidnppttad.^  '      ti*" 

N.  B.  Tiie  pieceding  diaptar  gave  ooctrioa  Idf^ 
jiMipUel,  nliiM,  Tie  CahimiBm  qfA^ 
^immtttft^B  utetiei:  m  a  Xetter  lo  tib 
flttflkni'tf.  l^y  Baiuiel  Palmtt,  Antor  i^ lft# 
jMubiil  Oen^i^rii^alum  at  JEEdbiay.  LodAm^  Brfeiii 
ibr  J.  BocUand,  ftc  1786.  ^r>^ 

,    TliA  ram  of  Mr  F^lmer^i  ugmnmly  k  cttfaiairft 
^  flmdk,  ill  ilifiw  ibiM  [iroiKm  TImA  tf  the  tki^ 

4feeii  Bdnntmy  who  ligDed  fhi  protest  i^iiut  tito 
joTatlon  fw  the  applicatidD  to  PuUameoly  dz 
fiootimen,  trae  memben  of  the  Kirk,  and  therafim 
tprapeilj  ancmg  our  BiigKsh  dissenters :  that  tke 
petition  was  not  presented  hf  the  thiriseat  ttal^lte 
mtj  who  signed  it  were  cliiefly  lay-preadiersi  aQl'%ik 
longing  to  the  body  of  the  London  mmisters  $  Mellia- 
dists ;  onacqaainted  with  the  fundamental  principles  of 
the  Protestant  dissenters.  That  a  great  body  oi  CSal- 
vinists  concurred  in  the  application  to  Parliament,  upon 
a  general  principle  of  Liberty^  disliking  any  interfemce 
of  the  magistrate  in  religious  matters. 

Of  these  three  propositions,  the  two  first  seem  to  mill- 


*  Dr  Priettley,  in  hii  Third  Letters,  inaista  thjit  his  own  meetingf-hoate,  and  Mr 
Lindiej't,  cannot  b«  brought  under  the  denomination  of  cvnventkkt^  monif  be- 
•aate  they,  who  preaeh  in  them,  arc  not  authorized  by  Uw.  He  thioki,  **tliat  ila 
bj  any  accident,  an  unauthorized  ditienting  minister,  like  himself  should  preadi 
In  a  parith  ckttrch,  it  would  not  on  that  account  become  a  conventickJ'  But 
whatever  he  may  think,  an  assembly  in  a  parish  church  to  hear  Dr  Prieitl^ 
preaeh,  or  even  to  assist  at  divine  worship,  performed  by  a  priest  of  the  churih 
of  England,  otherwise  than  according  to  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Book  «C 
Common  Prayer,  wouU  be  a  conventicle  ;  and  all  persons  resorting  to  it,  would 
be  liable  to  the  penalties  which  the  laws  denounce,  against  persons  frequentiBf 
eoufentisles. 
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tate  strongly  on  my  tide^  liei^tening  tbe  appearance  at 
least  of  a  paucity  of  CalviiUBts  among  our  dissenters, 
since  six  of  the  thirteen  who  protested^  and  all  the  fifty 
who  petitbned,  according  to  Mr  Palmer^  were  not 
BngUsh  dissenters :  as  for  the  third,  if  the  fact  be  as  Mr 
Palmer  states  it^  1  can  only  lament  that  a  republican 
principle^  should  so  strongly  have  infected  so  respecta- 
ble a  liranch  of  the  Christian  churchy  as  the  Galvinists 
are  in  my  estimation.  I  believe  however,  that  the  truth 
IS)  and  is  pnXtj  notorious,  that  Calvinism  is  gone  among 
the  dissenters  of  the  present  times ;  though,  for  what 
reason  I  presume  not  to  say,  the  dissenting  teachers 
dislike  tt  be  told  of  its  extinction* 


CHAPTER  FIFTH. 

OfAe  ioelriM  <f  Ciilmn.—0/ MMidittt. 
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*  1  NOW  proceed  to  reply  to  Dr  Priestley*B  inginua* 
tioa,  that  I  bave  gpoben  with  contempt  of  Ibe  ^octrinef 
«f  Cslvin,  which  at  the  sftme  time  be  presumes,  I  really 
believe,*  He  was  ia  good  humour  with  me,  when  ba 
drew  up  this  concluding  paragraph  of  his  third  letter; 
for  his  reason  for  presuming  that  I  believe  wfaat,  he  ia^ 
■j;ioeB,  I  speak  of  with  coatempt,  is,  that  be  is  uawil' 
Ibg  "  to  tax  me  with  insincerity ."f 

S.  If  any  where,  I  seem  to  siieak  with  contempt  of 
the  doctrinea  of  Calvin,  I  have  certainly  been  unfortu* 
Bate  in  ttie  choice  ai  my  ezpreidoni ;  it  if  one  thing  mI 
to  aasent  to  doctrines  in  their  fall  extent,  quite  aootlNr 
to  despise  thm :  I  am  very  sensible,  that  our  aiticlm 
afltrm  certun  tilings,  which  we  bold  in  common  wi& 
the  Calrinists : — so,  tbey  affirm  many  things  which  wa 
hold  in  common  with  the  Lutherans ;  and  some  things 
which  we  hold  in  common  with  the  Romanists.  It  caa- 
not  well  be  otherwise ;  for  as  there  are  certain  prind- 
ples  which  are  common  to  all  Protestants,  so  the  essen- 
tial articles  of  faith  are  common  to  all  Christians :  per- 
haps, in  points  of  mere  doctrine,  the  language  itf  our 
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srtielM  agrees  more  nearly  with  the  Calvinistick^  thsn 
with  any  other  Protestant  confession^  except  the  Luthe. 
nut ;  but  I  never  was  aware^  till  Dr  Priestley  informed 
i6e  of  It,  that  I  am  obliged,  by  my  subscription  to  tht 
thirty-nine  articles,  to  believe  every  tenet  that  is  gene* 
rally  known  by  the  name  of  Galvinistfck  :*  and,  till  the 
dbligation  is  enforced  upon  me  by  some  higher  authority 
than  liis,  I  shall,  in  these  matters,  '^  stand  fiust  in  my 
liberty :''  nevertheless,  I  hold  the  memory  of  Calvin  in 
high  veneration ;  his  works  have  a  place  in  my  library ; 
and,  in  the  stody  of  the  holy  Scriptures,  he  is  one  of 
the  commentators  whom  I  frequently  consult :  I  may 
appeal  to  my  own  congregation  at  Newington,  and  ta 
odier  congregations  to  which,  by  my  situation,  I  am  oc- 
ensionalTy  called  to  preach,  to  witness  for  me,  that  I 
never  mention  the  Galvinistick  divine?  without  respect ; 
even  when  I  express,  what  I  often  express,  a  dissen^ 
upon  particular  points,  to  their  opinions.  The  respect 
With  which  they  are  mentioned  in  my  Good-Friday  ser« 
mon,  in  which  I  asserted  the  doctrines  of  Providence  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  Free-agency  on  the  other,  is,  per- 
haps in  Dr  Priestley's  own  recollection.  In  the  passage 
fb  which  he  alludes,  in  my  seventh  letter  to  himself,  he 
mil  find  no  contempt  expressed  of  Galvinists,  or  of  their 
pinions :  the  severity  of  the  reflection  falls  on  those^ 
who  have  so  speedily  deserted  a  doctrine  to  which,  for 
a  long  time,  they  were  not  without  bigotry  attached ; 
while  they  not  only  maintained  Calvin's  tenets  without 
exception,  but  seemed  to  think  there  could  be  no  orUio- 


*  Second  Letten  p.  35. 
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I 
duxy  out  of  CalviQism  :  I  cousider  it  as  tLe  reproach  gtt- 
the  dissenters  of  the  present  day,  that  a  geouine  Calvio*! 
ist  is  hardly  to  he  found ;  except  in  a  sect,  coDspicuona* 
-only  for  the  encouragement  which  the  leaders  of  it  seev 
to  give  to  a  disorderly  fauaticium.  The  rational  diss«i*.H 
ter,  haih  nothing  in  common  with  the  Calvinist,  exce^' 
U  be  an  enmity  t»  the  episcopal  estahlisbmeot  of  tfa|%, 
country  ;  and  this  he  hath  not  so  much  in  commoa  wit^. 
tbo  Galvinistick  churches,  as  with  his  owu  aacestoi%R 
Ibe  Cactious  Puritans.  fn 

-  3.  It  was,  perhaps,  an  omission,  that  when  the  scmrd*'  : 
ty  of  Calvioists  among  the  English  dissenters  was  meib*  , 
tioned,  a  distinct  exception  was  not  made  in  favour  cC 
natives  of  Scotland,  formed  into  Galvinistick  congregl*   ; 
tions,  under  respectable  pastors  of  their  own  countrj^ 
'  and  of  the  true  Galvinistick  persuasion,  here  in  lAmAo^f,  i 
aad  perhaps  in  other  parts  of  England  :  but  1  considoc.  1 
tliese  as  no  part  of  our  English  dissenters :   they  ara 
memhers  of  another  national  establishment;  who,  resi- 
ding here,  may  think  that  a  conformity  with  the  church 
of  England,  might  be  interpreted  as  a  desertion  of  their 
own  communion  :  the  rational  dissenter,  may  take  ns 
credit  to  himself  fur  their  adherence  to  their  old  princi- 
ples ;  Dor  are  they  involved  in  the  reproach  of  bis  dege- 
neracy. 

.  4.  While  I  thus  repel  my  adversary's  slanderoas  in* 
unuation  of  contempt,  expressed  by  me  of  Galvin's  doc- 
trines, the  reflection,  I  doubt  not,  is  arising  in  hia  broift, 
and  with  much  secret  satisfaction  he  says  within  Mm*, 
self,  "  lie  is  making  his  peace,  I  see,  with  the  Calvin- 
ists ;  4>at  bow  wilt  he  get  over  my  remark,  upon  the  dii- 
reapectful  language  in  wliich  be  has  spoken  of  th«  He- 
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thodists,  bis  brother  cbarchmen  ?''*  To  the  burdeii  of 
that  crimey  my  shoalders^  I  trost^  are  not  unequal ; 
what  if  I  frame  mjr  reply  in  terms  which  Dr  Priestley'a 
late  publication  furnishes — that  whenever  occasions  shall 
arise^  which  may  make  it  my  duty,  as  a  minister  of  the- 
gospel,  to  decknre  my  sentiments,  I  shall  not  wait  for 
Dr  Priestley's  leave  to  ^^  express  my  contempt  of  what 
I  think  to  be  despicable^  and  my  abhorrence  of  wliat  I 
think  to  be  shocking  ?"t .  The  Methodist,  I  am  sensible^ 
professes  much  zeal  for  our  common  faith.  Many  of 
his  follies^  I  am  willing,  to  believe,  proceed  more  from 
an  unhappy  peculiarity  of  temperament,  than  from  any 
thing  amisR  in  the  moral  dispositions  of  his  heart ;— let 
bim  then  renounce  his  fSuiatical  attachment  to  self-consti- 
tuted, uncommissioned,  teachers :  let  him  show  his  faith 
by  bis  works ;  not  the  formal  works  of  superstition  and 
hypocrisy,  but  the  true  works  of  everlasting  righteous* 
ness ;  the  works  of  fair-dealing,  charity,  and  continence :: 
let  him  do  this,  and  churchmen  will  turn  ta  him,  and 
call  him  brother. 


*  SecomI  lifttcrvy  p.  35.  .        \  ImportMiee  of  Free  fnqvirj,  p.  89. 
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'  <^  I HATB  NflM  MM  Uigdy  than  I  IImii|^  to^^ 
;l»  MM  Uuril  k^  dttmlBg  ^  fwj^,  in  9r  Pihgflha^ 

•fed  llto  admite  of  the  <)ilholfA  idti^  k  w^ 
Ig^  kb  aim  Aadmiltai^  to  a  alato  Mniabliiv  thatll 
iwafev  ia  fiiiekiM^iarttobtobei^fM 
^(kliiki^jadtf  al^liberljto  «^  wHMl 

femma^  in  wbatofer  quarter  I  may  peroeive  an  opan* 
iog;  and  I  think  myself  called  apon^  by  the  present  aita^ 
ation  of  the  controversy,  not  to  suppress  the  remarks^ 
which  have  spontaneously  arisen  in  my  own  mind^  upon 
the  perusal  of  his  late  writings.  1  fear  he  is  too  little 
read^  but  by  his  own  party ;  and  it  is  fit^  that  it  fffiould 
be  generally  known  what  spirit  he  is  of. 

8.  He  avows^  indeed,  with  the  greatest  frankness, 
that  the  great  object  of  his  essays  upon  theological  sub- 
jects is,  to  spread  opinions  among  his  countrymen,  from 
the  press  and  from  his  pulpit,  which  he  flatters  himself, 
must  end  in  the  total  demolition  of  the  polity  viL  bis 
country  in  the  ecclesiastical  branch ;  the  only  branch 
against  which  he  thinks  it  prudent,  as  yet,  to  declare 
bis  antipathy.  In  his  Ftetr  of  Wt  Principles  and  C<nu 
duet  of  the  Protestant  Dissenters^  with  respect  to  ihe 
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dvU  and  Ecdenagtical  Constitution  of  Englanif  a 
pamphlet  first  published  in  the  year  1769f  after  a  pic- 
tore^  highly  exaggerated  I  hope^  of  certain  abuses  among 
the  clei^,  which  he  refers  to  the  principles  of  our 
hierarchy,  but  which^  so  far  as  they  are  real,  are  easily 
traced  to  very  different  causes ;  he,  in  the  true  spirit 
fif  patriotism,  points  ont  the  remedy.  His  salutary  ad« 
vice  is  conveyed  in  the  form  of  a  prediction.  He  fore* 
tells,  that  in  ^<  some  general  convulsion  of  the  state,'' 
inch  as  he  might  hope  our  disputes  with  the  American 
colonies,  which  were  then  visibly  tending  to  an  open 
rapture,  might  in  no  long  time  produce,  ^  some  bold 
hand,  secretly  impelled  by  a  vengeful  providence,  shall 
sweep  down  the  whole  together."*  In  later  publica* 
lions,  he  discovers  no  aversion  to  be  himself  the  hand 
employed  in  that  vindictive  business ;  although  his  in* 
discreti(m  which  he  avows,  and  which  seems  indeed  ta 
be  very  great,  when  the  glorious  prospect  of  state  con* 
pulsions  warms  and  elevates  his  patriolick  mind,  should 
vender  him,  it  may  be  thought,  unfit  to  have  a  part  in  the 
execution  of  any  project,  in  which  the  success  may  at 
all  depend  on  secresy.  In  the  dedication  of  his  late 
History  of  Corruptions  to  Mr  Lindsay,  he  tells  his 
friend  (what  might  be  fitting  for  an  associate's  ear,  but 
it  is  a  strange  thing  to  be  mentioned  in  publick)  ^^  that 
while  the  attention  of  men  in  power,  is  engrossed  by  the 
difilculties  which  more  immediately  press  upon  them ; 
the  endeavours  of  the  friends  of  reformation  [that  is,  of 
those  concealed  instruments  of  vengeance  on  their  devo- 
ted country],  their  endeavours  in  points  of  doctrine  pass 


«  View  cT  (he  Principlefi  k€.  p<  is: 


with  less  notice,  and  o[ieraf«  tcitliotd  obetrvctienJ^*  Ta 
hig  last  publication,  lie  has  tlirowii  out  many  acute  re- 
marks, upou  the  efficacy  uf  "small  changes  in  the  pdi- 
tical  state  uf  things,  to  ovcrtuni  tlie  bc8t  compacted 
estahlbhmcnts}'^!  upon  the  certainty,  with  which  tlia 
exeKions  of  himself  and  hia  associates  operate,  to  the 
niin  of  the  ecclesiaitical  conslitutioo ;  upon  the  violenct 
wkh  which,  causes  that  lie  dormant  for  a  time  at  last 
act  **  We,"  he  says,  '•  are,  as  it  were,  laying  ganpow- 
ier  grain  by  grain,  nniler  the  old  building  of  error  aod 
superstition,  which  a  single  spark  may  hereafter  inflame, 
so  as  to  produce  an  instantaneous  explosion."^  Hs 
ahows,  with  great  ability,  that  all  measures  of  govern- 
nent,  to  support  the  ecclesiaslieal  constitntioo,  u'ill  be 
of  DO  avail,  if  once  a  great  majority  of  the  people  can  be 
vade  its  eQemie8.||  Aod,  for  this  good  purpose,  he  de- 
claims in  his  convtnticle,  to  *'  enlighten  the  minds  and 
excite  the  zeaV*^  of  the  mcchanicks  of  the  populous 
town  of  Birmingham,  with  reapect  tO'  the  doctrinea  is 
dispute,  between  himself  and  the  Mserton  of  that  fiutl^ 
which  the  church  of  England  holds  in  common  with  the 
irst  Christiaas.  The  avowal  of  these  seDtimeato  te 
bimself,  of  hostili^  to  the  political  coastitatioa  of  hie 
country ;  the  attempt,  to  excite  similar  senUments  in  the ' 
breasts  tX  the  "  comtnonest  people^''  in  whose  breasti 
ihey  cannot  be  expected  to  lie  inactive>  quietly  Mipectii^ 
the  event  of  literary  discassion ;  such  avowal,  and  rach 
attempts  are  more,  I  should  think,  than  can  he  joatified 
hy  the  right  of  private  judgment  upon  speculative  qoeib 


■  Ocdkitian  cC  Wttnrj  <d  CorrnpiioiH  p.  ^ 
]  iTDpocttoce  of  Free  hupurj,  p.  39. 
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tioos.  Not  thai  I  would  iDsinaate,  that  they^  in  any 
degree^  deserve  the  attention  of  our  governors;  for  I 
am  well  persuaded,  that  neither  his  doctrine  nor  his 
prindples,  are  gaining  that  ground  among  the  people^ 
which  he  seems  to  imagine.  I  am  inclined  indeed  to 
thinky  that  the  advancement  even  of  his  Unitarian  doc 
trine  is  but  slow,  except  in  his  own  head ;  in  which  it 
seems  to  be  making  hasty  strides.  In  his  good  wishes 
to  the  constitution,  I  think  better  of  many  of  his  Unita^ 
rian  friends,  than  to  believe  that  they  concur  with  him : 
and  while  trade  and  manufactures  flourish  at  Birmiug* 
liam,  we  may  safely  trust  to  the  inducements,  which 
every  man  there  will  find  to  mind  his  own  business,  to 
defeat  the  success  of  Dr  Priestley's  endeavours  to  ^<  en« 
lighten  and  excite :''  it  seems  therefore  unnecessary  at 
present,  to  think  of  <^  raising  the  dam  or  of  making  it 
irtronger" — it  will  be  the  better  policy  of  government,  to 
let  the  brawling  torrent  pass.  The  attempt  to  provoko 
severities  by  audacious  language,  in  order  to  raise  a  cry 
of  persecution,  if  sedition,  making  religion  its  pretence, 
ahoold  meet  with  a  premature  check  from  the  secular 
power,  is  a  stale  trick,  by  which  the  world  is  grown  too 
wise  to  be  taken  in.  If  Dr  Priestley  ever  should  at- 
tempt  to  execute,  the  smallest  part  of  what  he  would 
now  be  understood  to  threaten,  it  may  then  iudeed  be 
expedient,  that  the  magistrate  should  show  that  he 
beareth  not  the  sword  in  vain  :  but,  whatever  Dr  Priest- 
ley may  affect  to  think,  of  the  intolerance  of  churchmen 
in  general,  and  of  the  Archdeacon  of  St  Alban's  in 
particular,  a  churchman  lives  not  in  tlie  present  age  so 
weak,  who  would  not  in  policy,  if  not  in  love,  discour- 
age, rather  than  promote,  aoy  tbiog  that  might  be  called 
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a  pertecutioD  of  the  Unitarian  blasplietny^  in  the  person 
of  Dr  Priestley,  or  of  any  of  his  admirers.  A  churcb- 
naa  lives  nut,  so  wealt  as  oot  to  koow,  that  persecution 
is  the  hot-bed,  in  which  aonsense  and  impiety  have  ever 
thrived  :  it  is  so  friendly  to  the  growth  of  religion,  that 
it  nourishes  even  the  noxious  weeds,  which  carry  hot  a 
Ksemhlance  of  the  true  plant  in  the  external  form.  Let 
09  trust,  therefore,  for  the  present,  as  we  secnrely  may, 
to  the  trade  of  the  good  town  of  BirmiDgham,  and  to  the 
wise  connivance  of  the  magistrate,  (who  watches,  m 
doubt,  while  he  deems  it  politick  to  wink,)  to  nip  1^ 
Priestley's  goodly  projects  in  the  bud  ;  which  nothin* 
would  he  so  likely  to  ripen  to  a  dangerous  effect,  as 
constraint  excessively  or  nnseasonably  used.  Thanks, 
however,  are  due  to  him,  from  all  lovers  of  their  conn- 
try^  for  the  mischief  which  lie  wants  not  the  ioclinatioB 
(o  do,  if  be  could  find  the  means  of  doing  it.  In  gmti- 
tnde's  estimation,  the  will  is  ever  to  be  taken  for  the 
deed. 

S.  In  his  First  Letters  (o  me,  and  in  former  pohlica. 
tions,  Dr  Priestley  pi-ofessed  to  disbelieve  an  inspiration 
of  the  apostles  and  evangelists,  in  any  greater  extend 
than  might  be  consistent  with  the  liberty  which  he  uses, 
of  criticising  their  reasonings  and  their  narrations.  I 
bad  a  hope,  that  denying,  as  he  does,  our  Lord's  divim* 
ty,  he  still  admitted,  iu  some  figurative  sense,  that  "  all 
the  fullness  of  the  Godhead  dwells  in  him  bodily:"  I 
bad  a  hope,  that  he  believed,  at  least,  an  unlimited  in- 
spirntion  (since  he  disbelieves  any  nearer  communion 
with  the  Godhead]  of  him  to  whom  "the  Spirit  was 
not  pvon  by  measure."  I  perceived,  with  concern,  bjf 
Im  late  publkaUon,  that  **  the  plenary  inspiration  of 
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Christ''^  ii  to  be  disbelieved^  no  less  tlian  that  of  the 
apwiles :  the  assertion,  indeed^  is  qualified,  by  confix 
ning  it  to  cases,  '^with  respect  to  which,  the  object 
•f  their  mission  did  not  require  inspiration'^ — the  ob- 
ject  of  their  mission  required,  that  the  first  preachers 
of  Christianity  should  be  infallible,  in  whatever  opin<« 
ions  they  maintained,  either  about  the  nature  of  God^ 
or  the  principles  of  his  moral  government^  in  what- 
ever they  taught,  concemiog  the  terms  or  the  means  of 
nan's  acceptance  and  saUration ;  and  in  the  facts  whicb- 
ihey  have  related  of  the  Redeemer's  life.  If  in  these 
things  they  were  not  infallible ;  if  an  appeal  lies  from 
their  assertions)  to  any  man's  private  opinions;  who 
shall  draw  the  line,  where  the  truth  of  their  preaching 
ends,  and  their  error  commences  ?  If  their  inspiration 
was  complete  upon  these  subjects,  it  was  to  all  in* 
tents  and  purposes  plenary :  If  it  gave  them  no  light 
about  the  true  system  of  the  world,  the  circulation 
ef  the  blood,  or  the  properties  of  the  Leyden  Phial,  it 
was  not  upon  that  account  defective  as  a  religious  in- 
spiration :  the  distinction,  therefore,  between  a  plenary 
inspiration,  and  an  inspiration  extending  only  to  cases, 
in  which  the  object  of  their  mission  required  it,  is  vain 
and  imaginary :.  and  it  is  a  mere  pretence,  to  profess 
a  belief  in  the  ooe>  when  the  other  is  openly  denied. 

4.  In  his  First  Letters  to  me,  Dr  Priestley  disavow-^ 
ed  his  belief  of  the  inspiration  of  the  apostles  as  writers 
only4  Our  blessed^  Lord  left  no.  writings.  When^ 
ttierefore,  the  fullness  of  his  inspiration  is  denied,  the 
denial  must  be  understood  of  his  inspiration  as  an  oral 
teacher :  Dr  Priestley,  therefore,  must  extend  his  dis# 
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belief  of  (he  infpiratiou  of  the  apostles  io  their  oral  doc- 
trine ;  unless  he  would  be  guilty  of  the  folly  of  setting 
the  disciple  above  his  Lord. 

ff.  It  is  some  time  since  it  was  told  me^  that  ai 
admirer  of  Dr  Priestley's  tenets,  in  conversation  with  a 
divine  of  the  church  of  England,  high  in  station  and  la 
learning,  had  maintained,  that  our  dying  Lord's  pro- 
Biise  to  the  thief^  that  he  should  be  with  our  Lord  thai 
day  in  Paradise,  was  founded  on  a  mistaken  notioa 
of  him  who  gave  itp  about  the  state  of  the  dead :  Df 
Priestley's  disciples  well  know,  that  the  thief  at  thil 
time  is  uo*where,  and  will  not  be  in  Paradise  before  the 
resurrection*  The  leader  of  a  party,  is  not  answerabU 
for  the  absurdities  of  all  his  followers :  1  was  unwillingf 
therefore,  to  make  the  conclusion,  that  Dr  Priestley 
himself  ever  would  maintain,  wliat  he  now  maintaini^ 
the  fallibility  of  Christ !  I  shudder,  while  I  relate  these 
extravagancies,  though  it  be  only  to  expose  them. 

6.  Dr  Priestley  hath  given  free  scope  to  the  powers 
of  his  eloquence,  upon  the  subject  of  my  pretended  in- 
justice to  illustrious  characters,  living  and  dead  :  if  in- 
justice may  be  committed,  by  praise  bestowed  where  it 
is  unmerited^  no  less  than  by  censure  injuriously  appli. 
ed,  Dr  Priestley  may  find  it  more  difficult  than  I  have 
done,  to  refute  the  accusation.  A  character  now  lives, 
not  without  its  eminence,  nor,  I  hope,  without  its  moral 
worth,  which  Dr  Priestley  seems  to  hold  in  excessive 
admiration,  and  upon  which  he  is  too  apt  to  be  lavish 
of  his  praise.  Few,  who  are  acquainted  with  his  wri- 
tings, will  be  at  a  loss  to  guess  that  the  character  1 
speak  of  is — Himsflf.  As  the  analyzer  of  elastick 
fluids,  he  will  be  long  remembered  :  but  he  sometimes 
seems  to  claim  respect  as  a  Good  Christian,  and  a 
Good  Subject.    If^  upon  any  branch  of  Chvistiaii 
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4nfy9  my  cooacience  be  at  perfect  ease^  the  precept 

^  Judge  not/'  is  that  which,  I  trast^  I  have  not  trans- 

greased :  the  motives  by  which  one  man  is  impelled^ 

are^  Jfor  the  most  part,  ao  imperfectly  known  to  any 

j^Hnttf  that  it  seems  to  me  cruel  to  suppose,  that  the  evil 

whicfa:aj>pear8  in  men's  actions,  is  always  answered  by 

jm  eqaiU  malignity  ift  their  minds  :  I  have  ever,  there- 

Are^  held  it  dangerous  and  uncharitable,  to  reason  from 

the  actians  of  men  to  their  principles ;  and,  from  my 

yootfi  up,  have  been  averse  to  censorious  judgment: 

Jbut  when  men  declare  their  motives  and  their  princi* 

^s,  it  were  folly  to  affisct  to  judge  them  more  favoura- 

kij  than  they  judge  themselves.    I  shall,  therefore,  not 

lieskate  to  say,  that  after  a  denial  of  our  Lord's  djvinity^ 

j|iis  pre-existence,  and  the  virtue  of  his  atonement ;  after 

f,  denial,  at  last,  of  our  Lord's  plenary  inspiration ;  after 

41  declaration  of  implacable  enmity  to  the  constitutioii 

^nder  which  he  lives,  under  which  he  enjoys  the  licensfft 

^  saying  what  he  lists,  in  a  degree  io  which  it  never 

vas  enjoyed,  by  (he  first  citizens  of  the  freest  democra- 

dee;  the  goodness  of  his  Christianity^  and  his  merit  as 

41  subject,  are  topicks,  upon  which  M  may  be  indiscreet 

•for  the  encomiast  o£  Br  Priestley  to  enlarge. 

7*  For  eighteen  months,  or  more,  it  hath  been  th^ 
lioast  of  the  Unitarian  party,  that  the  Archdeacon  of 
St  Alban's  hath  been  chaUeqged  to  esti^blish  facts 
^hich  he  had  averred ;  that  he  hath  been  insulted  io 
Ids  character,  as  a  scholar  And  a  man ;  charged  wit|i 
Ignorance,  misrepresentation,  defamation  and  calnm* 
ny  ^  and  that  under  all  this,  he  hath  continued  speech^ 
less.f    He  hath  at  last  spoken,  in  a  tone,  which,  pcur- 
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faaps,  will  little  enilear  him  to  the  Unttaxlan  zealoU. 
It  matters  not.  The  time  seems  yet  so  distant,  wbea 
the  trnin  which  they  are  UyiDg,  may  be  expected  to 
explode,  that  the  danger  is  exceedingly  amall,  thtt 
ho  will  ever  be  reduced  to  the  alternative  of  reooon. 
cing  his  faith,  or  relinquishing  his  preferments  ;  or,  to 
the  harder  alternative  which  Dr  Priestley  seems  to 
threaten,*  "  of  a  prison,  with  a  good  coascieoce,  or 
his  present  emoluments  without  otie."  If  those  happj 
times,  of  which  Dr  Priestley  prophecies,  eliould  over- 
lake  him  ere  his  course  is  finished,  whea  an  Arian  or 
Socinian  parliament  f  shall  undertake  the  blessed  bu- 
siness of  a  second  reformation,  and  depose  archbi- 
flfaops  from  their  thrones  and  ai^chdeacoas  from  /Aeur 
esuehes  of  preferment,  he  humbly  hopes,  that  he  may 
be  supplied  with  fortitude  to  act  the  part,  which  may 
not  disgrace  hia  present  professions.  The  probabiU. 
ty,  however,  seems  to  he,  that  ere  those  times  arrive^ 
(if  they  arrive  at  all,  which  we  trust  they  will  not,) 
my  antagonist  and  I  shaU  both  be  goue,  to  those  an- 
■een  abodes,  where  the  din  of  controversy  and  the  dia 
«f  war,  are  equally  nnheard.  There  we  shall  test 
together,  till  the  last  trumpet  summon  ua  to  stand  be< 
fore  our  God  and  King.  That  whatever  of  intempe- 
rate wrath  and  carnal  anger,  liath  mixed  itself,  oa. 
cither  side,  with  the  zeal  with  which  we  have  porsa- 
«d  oar  fierce  contention,  may  then  be  forgiven  to  ni 
both,  is  a  prayer  which  I  breathe  from  the  bottom  <£ 
my  soul ;  and  to  which  my  antagoaist,  if  he  hath  anj 
part  in  the  spirit  of  a  Christian,  upon  hia  bended  knees 
will  say,  Ahen. 

■  Semnd  Lelten,  p.  U.  f  IbU.  p.  tT. 
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DISQUISITIONS^ 


DISQUISITION  FIBgT. 

Cfthe  phrase  qf^^  earning  in  the  fiesh^^^  as  used  hy  St 
Felycarp  in  his  episUe  to  the  FhUippians. 

DR  PRIESTLEY,  in  the  fifth  of  his  Second  Let^ 
iers  to  me,  to  prove  that  the  phrase  of  ^^  comiDg  in  th6 
flesh''  asserts  nothing  more  than  oui^  Lord's  manhood^ 
withont  any  reference  to  a  prior  state  of  existence,  al« 
leges,  that  the  phrase  is  so  used  by  Bt  Polycarp,  the 
disciple  of  St  Jolin,  in  his  epistle  to  the  Philippians. 
The  passage  in  which  Dr  Priestley  imagines  tliat  he 
hath  found  this  use  of  the  phrase,  stands  thus  in  Arch- 
bishop  Wake's  translation,  from  which  Dr  Priestley 
taiakes  his  quotation : 

^<  Whosoever  does  not  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  il 
come  in  the  flesh,  he  is  antichrist ;  and  whosoever  does 
not  confess  bis  suffering  upon  the  cross,  is  from  the 
Devil ;  and  whosoever  perverts  the  oracles  of  the  Lord 
to  his  own  lusts,  and  says  that  there  shall  be  neither 
any  resurrection  nor  judgment,  he  is  the  first-bom  of 
Satan." 

By  an  argument,  the  force  of  which  will,  I  believe, 
lie  perceived  by  few  but  his  Unitarian  brethren,  Dr 
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Priestley  perauades  himself,  that  the  blessed  martyr,  in 
ibis  passage,  U  not  ilescribing  three  different  sects,  bot 
that  "  he  alludes  to  do  more  than  one  and  the  sant 
kind  of  persona,  by  all  the  three  characters,"  t.  e.  by 
the  denial  of  our  Lord's  coming  in  the  flesh,  the  deaial 
of  his  sufferings,  and  the  denial  of  (be  general  resurreta 
tiou  and  the  future  judgment. 

Hence  he  would  infer,  thai  the  phrase  of  "  coming  itt. 
the  flesh"  [ncdicates  the  manhood  of  our  Lord,  anii^ 
nothing  more ;  as  I  conceive  for  this  reason :  (for  ha 
hath  not  stated  bis  argument  very  clearly.)  The  deniil' 
of  our  Lord's  coming  in  the  flesh,  must  bo  something 
that  might  consist  with  the  denial  of  his  sufferings;* 
•iuce  the  two  errors  (by  Dr  Priestley's  hypothesis)  weiA' 
found  in  the  same  persons.  Tbcy  who  denied  the  t#^ 
ality  of  our  Lord's  sufferings,  denied  his  manhood;  and 
ia  that  sense  they  might,  and  they  did,  deny  his  comiiqg 
in  the  flesh:  but  his  divinity  they  denied  not;  on  tha 
contrary,  they  strenuously  asserted  a  nature  in  him, 
superior  at  least,  to  the  human.  Any  allusion,  there- 
fore, which  may  be  supposed  in  the  phrase  of  hia  "co»^ 
iDg  in  the  flesh,"  to  an  original  nature  in  him  iDmr* 
than  human,  they  denied  not  His  manhood  tberefMO, 
which  is  all  that  they  who  are  charged  with-  a  denial 
of  his  "coming  in  the  fleslk"  denied,  is  alt  that  the 
phrase  imports. 

This  is  the  veiy  most  that  I  can  make  of  my  adver- 
■ary's  argnment :  and  in  this  state  of  it,  (if  I  hare  mis- 
represented it,  I  most  seriously  declare  it  is  withont 
design)  I  confess  myself  too  dull  to  perceive  the  con- 
nexion of  the  premises  and  the  conclusion.  We  of  thft 
orthodox  persuasion,  conceive  that  the  phrase  of  '<  com- 
ing in  tlie  flesh''  expresses  the  Ikcabnatiost  ;  that  is  t* 
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njf  it  Gootains  thii  complex  proposition^  that  a  Being 
•riginally  divine  assumed  the  human  nature.  Thii 
complex  proposition,  they  who  denied  the  reality  of 
6ur  Lord's  sufferings,  denied ;  not  in  that  part  which 
Affirms  his  divinity,  but  in  that  part  which  affirms  hli 
assumption  of  the  manhood ;  and  the  denial  of  thii^ 
was  the  foundation  of  their  error  about  the  sufferings  oa 
iha  cross.  These  three  characters  of  error,  therefore^ 
tiientioned  by  St  Polycarp,  might  belong  to  one  and 
il^e  same  sort  of  persons,  as  Dr  Priestley  supposes  ttiat 
Cbey  did,  and  yet  the  phrase  of  <^  coming  in  the  flesh^ 
in  its  natural  sense  may,  for  any  thing  that  appears 
from  St  Folycarp's  own  words,  allude  not  to  ih% 
manhood  simply,  but  to  the  Gatholick  doctlrinift  of  tlM 
incarnation. 

It  must  be  observed  however,  and  the  fiu^t  is  tod 
well  known  to  the  learned  in  ecclesiastical  histoty  to 
require  proof,  that  a  great  variety  of  sects,  differing 
from  each  other  in  the  wild  and  impious  opinions  which 
they  severally  maintained.  Were  comprised  under  the 
general  name  of  Gnosticks  :  to  say,  therefore,  that  thd 
4me  and  same  kind  of  persons,  alluded  to  by  St  Foly» 
carp  under  all  tb»Be  three  different  characters,  was  thd 
Chiosticks,  is  to  say,  that  this  one  and  same  kind  off 
persons,  was  many  different  kinds :  of  the  various  secto 
that  went  under  this  common  name,  the  Docet»,  who 
denied  our  Lord's  genuine  manhood,  were  one  general 
branch, — itself  subdivided,  if  I  mistake  not,  into  many 
distinct  denominations;  the  Gerinthians,  who  denied 
his  original  divinity,  were  another :  both  these  equally^ 
ihough  in  different  wi^s,  denied  the  proposition  tbidt 
^<  Jesus  Christ  was  come  in  the  flesh,''  in  the  sense  !■ 
which  the  orthodox  understand  it;  and  1  confess  I 
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not  BUit>,  though  Br  Priestley  utys  we  un  sure  of  it, 
that  the  denial  of  the  resurrection  wu  Dot  to  be  Tound 
ID  a  Uiirfl  class,  dishiici  fi-om  eitlicr  of  these  two;  and 
from  every  branch  of  the  Gnosticks.  Tho  two  ancient 
bereticks  iueiitioiit:il  by  St  Paul,  (2  Tim.  il.  17.  18,) 
who  said  that  the  resurrection  Mas  past,  and  in  that 
assertion,  as  St  Cbrygostoui  observes,  denied  a  resar- 
reclion  to  come  aod  the  general  judgment,  are  not  nuin- 
bered,  by  the  writers  of  ADtiquity,  aniorig  the  Goostick 
(eacbers : — (See  Dr  Whitby'a  note  upon  S  Tim.  ii  17, 
18.)  The  future  judgment,  was  more  explicitly  denied 
by  these  than  by  the  Gnosticks,  who  only  denied  the 
resuscitation  of  tbe  body  ;  and  I  think  it  not  unlikely, 
that  they  might  be  the  persons  to  nfaom  St  Polycarp, 
in  his  third  character  of  damnable  heresy,  alludes  :  b« 
that  as  it  may,  it  seems  clear  to  me,  that  St  Polycarp, 
in  the  passage  alleged  by  Dr  Priestley,  describes  threa 
different  sets  of  people ;  and  I  should  paraphrase  the 
whole  passage  thus  : 

"  Whoever  coDfeasei  not  Qai  Jesni  Christ,  the  era. 
blessed  and  only  begottw  Bon  of  Qodf  the  brightneM 
9f  bis  glory  and  the  express  image  of  bia  person,  Qm 
•temal  Word  by  whom  he  made  the  worlds,  is  ccn» 
\a  the  flesh ;  he  {s  anticbiist :  and  if  any  one,  pretendiu 
to  confess  tbis,  sb*ll  ;et  deny  the  reality  of  bis  sofler- 
JDga,  in  bis  irtrn  proper  and  entire  person,  on  tfae  cross  j 
^e  al«^  notwithstanding  he  confess  the  truth  in  tbe 
article,  ia  of  the  Devil.  Again,  if  any  oae, 
Hpg  both  onr  Lord's  coming  in  the  fieah,  and  his 
Bringi  and  death,  shall  however  pervert  the  waclei 
Kid,  accommodating  tbe  divine  doctrine  to.  hu.owii. 
IP^ndices  and  conceits,  and  say  that  there  shall  bt. 
;  D^?  resurrection  nor  judgment;  tbjs  m«if  notwitth. 


itanding  his  eonfession  of  our  Lord's  incarnation  and 
passion^  is  the  Srst-born  of  Satan.'' 

Bat  whether  St  Polycarp,  in  this  passage,  describe 
tiiree  different  sort  of  hereticks^  or  one  sort  by  three 
characters^  it  is  not  very  material  to  dispute :  the  blessed 
martyr  is  not  enumerating  sects^  as  an  ecclesiastical 
historian  ;  but,  as  a  preacher  of  the  truth,  he  is  warning 
the  faithful  against  errors :  he  mentions  three ;  any  one 
CKf  which  would  avail,  in  lis  judgment,  to  the  perditioa 
ef  him  who  should  maintain  it — ^for  I  contend  that  noth« 
ing  in  the  words  of  St  Polycarp  him«elf^  nor  any  known 
and  admitted  fact  in  the  history  of  the  heresies  of  his 
times,  makes  it  necessary  to  apply  the  description  in  the 
whole  to  one  sect,  rather  than  in  the  parts  of  it  to  three: 
I  contend,  that  the  coming  of  our  Lord  in  the  flesh,  his 
passion,  and  the  general  resurrection,  are  three  ^tinct 
things :  the  two  first,  for  any  thing  that  appears  from 
St  Polycarp's  words^  aa  distinct  from  each  other,  as 
either  is  from  the  third ;  so  distinct  therefore  from  each 
other,  that  a  person  admitting  the  one,  might  possibly 
sot  confess  the  other :  I  contend  therefore,  that  for  any 
thing  that  appears  from  the  words  of  St  Polycarp,  a 
person,  confessing  that  our  Lord  came  in  the  fleshy 
might  still  deny  his  suflEerings :  the  phrase,  therefore,  of 
^<  coming  in  the  flesh/'  for  any  thing  that  appears  from 
Bt  Polycarp's  own  words,  may  denote  something  more 
than  our  Lord's  mere  manhood :  and  I  contend  yet 
'  further,  that  although  it  could  be  proved,  that  8t  Poly«» 
'  carp  alludes  to  one  sect,  sa  that  the  coming  in  the  flesb 
must  necessarily  be  so  understood,  that  the  detiial  of  tlial 
coming,  and  the  denial  of  the  sufferings,  should  be-con^ 
aistent  errors ;  still,  it  will  not  follow  that  the  coming  in 
ihc  flesli^  most  be  understood  as  descriptive  simply  of 
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the  maBhood.  If  any  one  sect  indeed  singly  be  descri- 
bed,  the  Docet»  must  be  that  one^  since  their  chanu^ter^ 
istick  error  makes  an  explicit  part  of  the  description. 
But  with  their  error,  tlie  denial  of  the  incarnation  was 
perfectly  consistent :  Dr  Priestley  thinks,  that  St  Poly- 
ttrp  condemns  the  Docets,  because  they  admitted  not 
that  Ohrist  was  a  mere  man  :  bat  if  1  say  that  St  Poly- 
carp  condemns  them,  not  for  maintaining  that  he  was 
more  than  man,  but  for  denying  that,  being  more  than 
man,  being  indeed  Ood,  he  was  made  man  ;  and  that  for 
this  reason  he  made  choice  of  the  phrase  of  <<  coming  io 
the  fllesh,'^  that  he  might  not  seem  to  condemn  more  oC 
their  doctrine  than  he  really  disapproved.  What  is 
there  in  St  Polycarp^s  words  to  prove,  that  I,  rather 
than  Dr  Priestley,  misinterpret  ? 

It  may  seem,  that  if,  for  any  thing  that  appears  frosi 
tte  writer's  words,  the  phrase  may  be  interpreted  in 
Mther  sense,  the  true  inference  is,  that  it  is  ambiguous : 
this  conclusion  indeed  follows,  with  respect  to  the  use 
of  the  phrase  in  this  particular  passage  ;  and  it  is  upon 
this  very  ground,  that  I  maintain  the  total  insignificance 
of  the  passage  to  decide  the  matter  in  dispute.  In  the 
fourth  of  my  letters  in  reply  to  Dr  Priestley,  I  have 
considered  the  natural  and  internal  force  of  this  phrase 
of  "  coming  in  the  flesh  ;"  I  have  shown,  that  it  con- 
tains  such  evident  allusion  to  a  prior  condition  of  the 
person  who  came,  and  to  the  power  that  he  had  of  com- 
ing in  various  other  ways,  had  it  pleased  him  other- 
therwise  to  come ;  that  if  the  sacred  writers  really  meant 
to  affirm,  that  our  Lord  was  a  mere  roan,  and  nothing 
more,  no  reason  can  be  devised,  why  they  should  make 
choice  of  such  uncouth,  mysterious  words,  for  the  enun- 
ciation of  60  simple  a  proposition,  which  they  might 


aatily  kava  stated  id  plain  teims^  incapable  of  nuBcon* 

•traction.    Dr  Priestley  appeals  from  this  reasoning 

of  mine  upon  the  natural  sense  of  the  words,  to  the 

usage  of  writers ;  which  indeed,  when  it  is  clear  and 

constant,  must  be  allowed  to  outweigh  all  reasoning 

from  general  principles,  because  the  particular  sense 

of  a  phrase  b  a  question  about  a  fact ;  and  in  all  soch 

questions,  external  evidence,  when  it  can  be  had,  must 

overpower  theoiy :  to  prove  that  the  usage  of  the  wrik 

ins  of  antiquity,  settles  the  sense  of  the  phrase  in  his 

favour,  he  alleges  this  passage  of  St  Polycarp's  epistle^ 

as  an  instance  ^'  that  might  satisfy  me :''  but  I  say, 

that  no  one  who  thinks  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  du^ 

bioQS,  will  be  satisfied  by  this  instance :  for,  not  to 

Insist  that  the  usage  of  writers  is  very  insuflBciendjr 

proved  by  a  single  instance,  I  maintain,  that  if  the 

pbcase  in  question  were  in  itself  equally  capable  oi 

the  two  senses,  the  low  sense  to  which  the  Unitarians 

would  confine  it,  and  the  sublimer  sense  in  which  it  is 

generally  understood,  it  certainly  might  be  taken  in 

either  in  this  passage  of  St  Polycarp ;  and  that,  in 

whatever  light  the  passage  be  considered,  whether  as 

flescriptive  of  three  sects,  as  I  believe  it  to  be,  or  of 

one  only,  as  Dr  Priestley  understands  it    This  pas^ 

sage,  therefore,  is  of  no  significance  in  the  argument  | 

since  no  passage  can  be  alleged,  as  an  instance  of 

any  particular  use  of  any  phrase,  in  which  various 

senses  of  the  phrase  may  equally  suit  the  purpose  of 

the  vnriter. 

To  this  neutral  passage  of  St  Polycarp,  I  have  on 
my  side  to  oppose  a  very  decisive  passage  of  St  Bar- 
nabas ;  in  which  the  allusion  to  a  prior  condition  of 
our  Lord,  which  I  contend  to  be  the  natural  import 
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of  the  phrase,  li  manifest ;  and  is  so  necessary  to  thv 
writer's  purpose,  that  if  the  phrase  be  understood  with- 
out such  allusion,  the  whole  sentence  is  nonsense.  ^^  For 
if  he  had  not  come  in  the  fieshj  how  should  we  mortals^ 
seeing  him,  have  been  preserved,  when  they  who  be- 
hold the  sun,  which  is  to  perish  and  is  the  work  of  his 
bands,  are  unable  to  look  directly  against  its  rays  V^ 
Let  Dr  Priestley  find  a  passage,  in  which  the  alluaioii 
to  our  Lord's  original  glory,  is  as  necessarily  excluded 
from  the  import  of  the  phrase,  as  it  is  included  in  it 
in  this  passage  of  St  Barnabas :  and  even  then^  th» 
only  just  inference  will  be,  that  the  pjirase  is  used  ya^ 
riously,  in  a  more  restrained  or  larger  signification^  a* 
nay  suit  the  particular  occasion  on  which  it  is  intro* 
duced  ;  but  that  in  its  full  and  natural  import,  it  aflBnai 
the  incarnation. 

But  in  truth,  Dr  Priestley  seems  to  deal  by  St  Polyk 
carp  as  by  St  John ;  by  the  disciple  as  by  the  master  t 
devoted  himself  to  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  he  takes  it 
with  him  as  a  principle  in  tlie  study  of  St  Polycarp^ 
as  of  tlic  New  Testament,  that  the  creed  of  St  Poly- 
carp,  as  of  all  the  primitive  Christians,  was  Unitarian: 
then,  wiiatever  expressions  occur,  alhiding  to  opinions  of 
a  different  cast,  he  interprets  in  the  sense  in  which  he 
and  his  Unitarian  brethren  would  use  them  :  from  these 
expressions,  so  interpreted,  be  goes  back  to  his  original 
prejudice,  that  8t  Polycarp  held  aud  tanglit  an  Unita- 
rian  creed,  as  to  a  conclusion  which  he  liath  drawn,  and 
can  teach  others  to  draw  from  St  Polycarp's  own  wri- 
tings. Alas !  the  sum  of  all  such  reasonings  is  no  more 
than  this :  I  Joseph  Priestley  am  an  Unitarian  ;  there*, 
fore  such  was  Polycarp — and  the  basis  of  tliis  argument 
is,  the  supposed  infallibility  of  Joseph  Priestlet» 
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DiSamSITION  SECOND^ 

iJf  TBrtuttian^s  testimony  against  the  Unitarians,  ani* 

his  use  of  the  word  Idiota. 

DR  PRIESTLEY  has  made  it  an  occason  of  great 
Womph  to  himself  and  to  his  party^  that  he  has  caught 
me  tripping,  as  h^  thinks^  in  my  Greek  and  Latin,  in 
the  translation  which  1  have  given,  in  the  ninth  of  my 
Xietters  in  Reply,  of  a  certain  passage  in  Tertullian'f 
book  against  Praxeas,  which  is  produced  by  him  as  an 
acknowledgment  of  Tertullian^  that  the  Unitarians  wert 
in  his  time  the  majority  of  Christians,  and  is  represent* 
cd  by  me  as  an  assertion  of  the  contrary.    None  but  an 
idiot,  as  Dr  Priestley  conceives^  in  the  learned  langua* 
gpB,  wonld  imagine  that  the  English  word  ^Mdiot/' 
which  1  have  used  in  my  translation  of  that  passage^ 
flodght  in  any  sense  render  the  ihalnf  of  the  Greek  or 
the  Idiota  of  the  Latins,  which  is  the  name  by  which^ 
with  other  adjuncts,  Tertullian  describes  the  Unilariang 
of  his  time.    Dr  Priestley  says,  in  the  nineteenth  of  big 
Second  Letters,  sec.  3.    ^^  What  will  be  said  of  the 
nan  who  can  translate  Idiota,  idiot  ?"  He  hath  now  for 
•ome  considerable  time,  been  receiving  the  incense  of 
his  own  applause,  and  the  triumphant  acclamations  of 
his  party,  on  the  occasion  of  this  victory  gained  over 
his  daring  adversary,  on  the  very  ground,  on  which  the 
enemy  had  taken  his  stand  with  particular  security.  But 
it  wUl  b«  tim«  oroo^  to  bind  the  lnunl  on  their  chie& 


Uiii?a  ^wr,  whn  thtgr  «a  nn  he  h  in  posntuoc  rf 


In  the  wenaXk  of  lui  BMOod  LeUers,  Dr  PrieaOef 
H71  to  na,  "1  will  Tcntun  tn  ssy,  (bst  it  property 
dgaifiM  [tlw  word  JEliofa  in  Latin,  orlWw  ia  Gre^ 
pn^perl;  ligoiflM]  an  anleanied  man,  or  a  person  trk 
^bai  DOi  luul  a  liberal  edocatioD :"  tbia  Dr  Prieslkg 
Tentom  to  afllm,  and  thia  I  Teiituro  to  deny.  Thi 
word  iM«r  tuUh  ton  Satinet  NBfes;  wbich  1  ebaU  n- 
jnto  in  wdw. 

I.  J  pritMiUfenMS  ^  «•  n  peraoQ  in  private  life, 
in  oppoaition  to  a  pencn  in  pdttick  office  or  employ- 
mmatf  dvil  or  milituy.  In  thii  bedsc  Ui»  word  is  ctiief- 
)j  nsed  by  oratora  and  Idatoriaas,  and  by  all  wHlen 
who  treat  of  popular  iolgecto ;  an<I  this  is  ita  first  and 
proper  aenae,  aa  It  ia  <rf  aU  iti  senses,  lb*  modt  im. 
mediately  connected  with  Ihe  aense  of  the  adjectiva 
tSitc*  fran  which  the  anbatantiTe  iImI-k  is  immedi&lelj 
derived. 

IL  ^  penon  in  low  life,  one  of  the  common  feofUj 
ID  opposition  to  persons  of  condition.  Tbia  is  nothi^ 
more  than  an  extension  of  the  former  aense ;  piivi^  lib 
in  tlie  extreme  becoming  obscure  and  low. 

III.  A  laick,  as  disUnguiabed  from  a  clerk.  TTiii 
sense  the  Greek  fathers  easily  grafted  upon  tt»  flnt; 
the  church  being  considered  as  a  polity  of  its  own  kind| 
in  which  the  clergy  bear  the  publick  offices,  the  lai^ 
are  citizens  in  private  life.  Id  a  sense  nearly  allied  to 
this,  the  word  seems  to  be  used  by  St  Paul,  1  Cor.  ziv. 
16,  to  denote  a  private  member  of  a  congreg^ion,  as 
distinguished  from  the  minister. 

IV.  Ji  perKmuntkaied  in  angpaHicular  seienoa  or 
«rf,  in  c^poaitioa  to  the  ptofeaaora  of  it.    The  w«^ 
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thns  nsed^  rather  expresses  the  want  of  professional 
•kill  than  of  ordinary  knowledge^ — ^in  this  sense^  the 
word  is  sometimes  constructed  by  the  Attick  writers 
with  a  genitive  of  the  thing,  and  by  ordinary  writers 
with  an  accusative,  either  with  or  without  a  prepo* 
sition.  vScrK  iholnf  irU.  Plat,  in  Tim.  iht/ln^  %y^  xaU 
Mf ,  or  Jc  5rf fc  1w7o.  , 

V.  Jl  person  deficient  in  any  particular  talent^  habile 
Hrr  accomplishment.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  some- 
times constructed  with  a  dative  of  the  thing,  ihuluc  r^ 
^•yof  8  Cor.  xi.  16.  In  thb  sense  the  word  is  used  by 
61  Paul,  1  Cor.  xiv.  83,  84^  to  denote  a  common  Chris^ 
tian^  not  endowed  with  any  of  the  extraordinary  ffSU 
of  the  Holy  Spirit^  as  distinguished  from  persons  so 
gifted. 

yi»  JL  person  generally  unlearned;  one  who  has 
not  had  a  learned  and  liberal  education.  In  this  sense^ 
in  conjunction  with  the  epithet  iyfafi^Lotl^,  the  word 
is  applied  to  the  apostles  by  the  rulers  of  the  Jews«, 
Acts  iv.  13. 

YII.  The  plural,  iMoi,  signifies  individuals;  citi- 
zens, individually  considered,  as  distingubhed  from  tho 
collective  body,  the  state. 

YIII.  The  plural  iSi^^ci,  is  a  collective  name  for  the 
illiterate  vulgar,  in  particular  reference  to  their  gene- 
ral want  of  accomplishment  in  literature,  the  sciences 
and  the  arts.  O  i^m^  i/ithocf  «c  tht/letc  h  vof  ##  kom^u 
liucian. 

IX.  Hence  among  philosophers  and  sophists,  and 
pretenders  to  that  sort  of  taste  which  is  now  called 
virtUf  it  became  a  name  of  reproach  which  they  gave 
to  those  whom  they  thought  disgracefully  deficient  in 

those  accomplishments^  which  they  valued  and  adnuceA.. 

08 


in  tliemselves.    Thus  the  great  Roman  peculator,  seek- 
ing to  bide  his  avarice  under  a  mask  of  aflecletl  taats 
fbr  the  worlia  of  tlie  Oreelc  maslent,  reproached  hi«     i 
accusers  with  idiotcy  in  tliis  seuse  of  the  word.     ErtA    ' 

apud  Heiam  aacrarium parantiquum,  in  quo  signa 

fidchfrnma  qmUaoT quie  non  mode  isivm,  haminem 

ittgeniosum  et  intelligentem,  verum  etiam  qmmvia  nog-  ' 
tram,  qma  iste  idiolas  appeUat,  detectare  possent.  Cic  i 
in  VeiTetD.  Act.  S.  lib.  iv.  c.  S.  | 

X.  A-od  becaiiBC  the  faculties  are  apt  to  be  dalV  j 
when  they  have  not  been  sharpened  by  exercise  apoa> 
any  subject  whatsoever,  ihaltti,  from  its  use  in  the  seaM 
of  illiterate  and  uncultivated,  conies  to  be  an  opprobri«   , 
ous  name  for  the  dtiU  and  Btupid,  without  any  reference' 
to  the  want  of  education  as  the  cause  of  the  stupiditj^: 
It  never  indeed,  as  far  as  1  know,  refers  to  that  cotiati*^ 
tational  defect  of  the  faculty  of  reason,  which  is  thai  ' 
peculiar  sense  of  the  corresponding  word  of  our  Ian- 
guage  in  our  statutes  and  law  books ;  but  it  denotes^ 
the  goodly  qualities  of  stupidity  and  ignorance  in  the 
gross,  like  our  vernacular  words^  dunce,  boobgf  and 
their  synonymes. 

That  this  last  is  the  genae  in  which  it  it  nwd  hy 
Terixdlian,  in  the  passage  in  qaestion,  is  suffidenQy 
evitteat  from  the  very  ttracture  of  the  seataoce :  Wh»* 
«nrer  knowa  the  force  of  the  phiaie,  jteene  dixerimf 
which  is  prflbahlj  as  little  uBderatood  by  Dr  FrieiMkf . 
as  St  Jerome^s  gvid  dicam;  bat  whoever  kaowa  Him- 
tnn  force  of  this  phraM,  will  allow,  that  the  qathet^ 
imprucientes  and  idiotCBf  which  are  introduced  by  it,  mut 
contain  some  high  intension  and  aggravation  of  the  qua- , 
Utiea,  whatever  they  may  be,  wtuch  are  contahwd  im 
f.  '  notion  of  Hm  prece^Ung  sdjecUvt,  nn^Hews  «tf 
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Aggravation  in  roch  degree,  that  the  writer  thinks  it 
necessary  to  apologize,  for  the  strength  imd  severity  of 
the  terms  which  he  finds  himself  obliged  to  employ.. 
This  10  the  force  of  the  phrase  piene  iixerim :  to  take 
away  what  may  seem  too  much  in  the  terms  which  a 
writer  is  about  to  employ,  when  he  fears  they  may  seem 
excessive,  notwithstanding  that  they  are  the  lowest  which 
will  convey  his  full  meaniogt  and  do^  justice  to  his  kt^ 
gument.  The  imprudentes  therefore  of  Tertullian,  are 
a  sort  of  people  in  discernment  and  information  many 
degrees  bdow  his  simpUces  ;  and  his  idudCB  are  still 
below  his  imprudentes.  All  this  is  evident,  to  thosar 
who  have  any  real  knowledge  of  the  Latin  language 
from  the  bare  structure  of  the  sentence,  whatever  the 
proper  nse  of  each  of  the  three  words  may  bo^  amon^; 
the  polite  writers  of  the  Angustan  age.  As  equivalent 
to  the  Latin  idiata^  as  it  is  used  by  Tertullian  in  this 
passage,  I  employed  our  En^ish  word  idiots  :  I  enw 
ployed  the  English  word^  to  express  that  extrraie  de* 
gree  of  ignorance  and  stupidity,  for  which  our  language 
famishes  no  other  word  sufficiently  contemptuous,  of 
which  Tertullian  affirms  the  Unitarians  of  his  day,  like 
their  younger  brethren  in  our  own,  exhibited  a  notable 
example.  It  was  little  to  be  apprehended,  that  even 
Unitarian  prejudice,  would  render  any  one  so  much  an 
idiot  in  style  and  phraseol<^,  a»  not  to  perceive,  that 
I  used  not  the  word  in  what  in  English  is  its  forensick 
nense,  especially  when,  in  an  exposition  of  the  passage^ 
which  at  the  distance  of  a  few  lines  followa  my  transla- 
tion, I  explain  it  by  the  words  ^^  dnll/^  and  *^  persons  of 
Viean  attainments.^' 

Dr  Priestley  asks  me,  in  the  seventh  of  his  Second 
liotters^  ^^  Vny^  Sir,  in  what  lexicon  or  dictionary,  oi** 
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icbooLboy's  hand.  Let  him  turn  io  tbe  word  idiata 
in  Ainsworth ;  he  will  find  among  its  first  senses,  an 
idiot 

I  abide  therefore  by  my  assertion,  that  this  passage 
of  Tertullian,  which  Dr  Priestley  mistakes  for  a  tes« 
timony  of  the  popularity  of  his  favourite  opinions  in 
Tertnllian's  time,  is  no  such  testimony,  but  a  charge 
of  ignorance  against  his  party ;  of  such  ignorance,  as 
would  invalidate  the  plea  of  numbers,  if  that  plea 
could  be  set  up. 

And  that  this  is  the  true  representation  of  Tertul- 
lian's  meaning,  may  be  proved,  without  insisting  upon 
any  particular  force  of  tbe  word  idiatmj  from  the  neces- 
aary  indisputable  sense  of  the  adverb  semper,  which 
extends  TertuUian^s  proposition,  concerning  the  majoriiy 
of  believers,  from  his  own  time  in  particular,  to  all  time : 
he  says  not  what  were  or  what  were  not,  the  prevailing 
opinions  of  his  own  times;  but  he  says,  that  those  persons 
who  come  under  the  characters  of  simplices^imprudentes, 
and  idiotfBj  that  is,  according  to  Dr  Pricstley-s  own 
translation,  (which  yet  I  admit  not  otherwise  than  dis* 
fuiandi  gratia,-  for  I  have  still  '^  the  assurance'^  to  call 
my  own  an  exact  translation)  but  according  to  Dr  Priest- 
ley's own  translation,  Tertullian  says,  that  persons  who 
come  under  the  character  of  ^^  the  simple,  the  ignorant^ 
and  the  unlearned,''  whatever  their  opinions  at  one  time 
or  another  may  be,  are,  in  all  times,  the  greater  part  of 
believers ;  as  indeed  they  must  be  of  every  society  col- 
lected indiscriminately,  as  the  church  is,  from  all  ranks 
of  men.  Tertullian  alleges,  that  persons  of  that  descrip- 
tion,  in  his  time,  meaning  to  assort  what  they  little  un- 
derstood, the  Divine  Monarchy,  were  startled  at  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  which  they  as  little  understood. 
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111  ii  th«  only  sense  in  Avbicli  TertulliKn's  word* 
be  taken,  unless  nomc  Uaitsriaa  adventarer  iq 
criticism  shall  be  able  to  prove,  tbat  the  adrerb  temftr 
a  eqaivalenl  to  huhc,  expres&ive  vi  present  time  CK- 
cluaively. 

Dr  Priestley  "  wonilers  at  my  amuraiice''  in  another 
circumsUiice ;  mmely,  tbat  I  shouM  limit,  as  be  snys, 
wliat  Tertullian  affirms,  as  be  would  have  him  under^ 
■tood,  of  the  wbole  body  or  Ute  simplices  and  idiotas  lo 
some  of  them.  In  tbia  limilatinn,  be  says,  I  am  alU>> 
gclhcr  nnwarrantcjl.  Hut  when  Turtullian  saya,  that 
simple  persontf  and  idiotas  are  startled  at  the  ecoaomyf 
the  natural  seiKe  of  the  words  is,  that  this  scruple  wai 
incident  chiefly  to  persons  of  tliat  descriptioD ;  not  that 
it  was  lo  be  found  in  the  wlioje  body  of  (he  coramoQ 
l^plo  :  he  insinuates,  that  persons  of  that  weak  char* 

ir  onl^  were  liable  to  that  alarm — had  he  meant  to 

lakof  the  whole  body  of  the  common  people,  he  must 
bare  used  phrases  of  another  cast,  as  vulgu*  indoctum^ 
or  ge»nB  hominum  simplex.-  Dr  Priestley's  compUioi 
against  me,  might  have  seemed  to  have  some  fouada- 
tton,  bad  the  word  "  some^  beea  prefixed  to  "  simplB 
perMBs"  in  my  ^nalation — but  it  only  i4>peajrfl  ia  an 
exposition  (tf  the  passage,  which  follows  the  traaslaticni ; 
and  sorely,  having  translated  the  passage  exactly,  I 
took  no  unwarrantable  liberty  in  adding  an  explanation 
of  the  author's  sense  (or  of  what  I  take  to  be  bis  sense) 
in  my  own  words.  Had  Dr  Priestley's  loose  exposi^ 
tions  of  the  passages  in  ancient  writers,  which  he  cite^ 
been  always  accompanied  with  exact  translations,  the 
World  would  have  had  less  reason  to  stand  aghast  at 
his  assurance  and  ill-dissembled  management  But  to 
Thftt  purpose  can  it  be^  to  hold  an  ai^nuot  witli « 
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naiiy  who  is  too  hasty  to  distinguish  between  what  pro* 
fesses  to  be  paraphrase^  and  what  pretends  to  be  exact 
translation  $  who  has  the  vanity  to  play  the  critick  in 
languages^  to  the  idioms  of  which  he  is  a  stranger ;  and 
the  audacity  to  challenge  the  production  of  authorities, 
without  taking  Uie  pains  to  inform  himself^  in  which 
Male  the  weight  of  authority  may  preponderate?  ^^Pray, 
Sir,  in  what  lexicon  or  dictionaryi  ordinary  or  extraor- 
dinary,  do  you  find  idiota  in  Latin^  or  lWi;c  in  Gh'eek, 
rendered  idiot  ^^  Vide  Glossarium  Yetus^  B.  Steph. 
Calepin.  Cooper,  Ainsworth. 
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OkiviiUr  jt/iMi^fdblavltflAe  Ekiamiim  in  ike  wri^ti^ ^ 

•/  /Vtffffcy  in  jbMiir  tf  tkt  EManiieM,  in  the  tUenl^mf 
ItteU  mdihefmr^^hie  SeeenJ  iMere^Jiromihe'  ^^^ 
^'    inyft^J&mimJn/articid^  ' 

ins  ptfticahr  aiiginiient  i  A  IkTodr  iiT  f^ 

which  Dr  Priertfey,  ia  the  thiid  of  hb.  Illnt^I^Ctmll 

mm,  attooiiited'todniir 'fironi  the  writtngs  of  Iren.ast4 

wu  10  Mj^  Vbaoi^  ooocfaely  iueweied  in  the  Month^ 

^Beview  Ibr  Jenuy  ITM^hy  lb  Ikdeo^ 

fkcts  as  Dr  Priestley  chose  to  state  them,  showed,  evn 

upon  his  own  statement  of  the  facts,  the  utter  futility 

of  his  coDclusioo,  inasmuch  as  the  contrary  conclusion 

might  be  drawn  with  equal  probability  from  the  same 
assumptions,  that  when  I  wrote  my  Letters  in  reply, 

I  thought  I  might  be  excused  if  I  passed  by  this  argu- 
ment without  any  other  notice,  than  a  slight  reference  to 
Mr  Badcock's  confutation.  But  in  the  sixth  of  his  Se- 
cond Letters,  Dr  Priestley  hath  attempted  to  refit  this 
shattered  piece  of  his  artillery,  and  to  bring  it  again 
into  action. 

He  says  to  me,  ^^  It  is  truly  remarkable,  and  may 
not  have  been  obser\'ed  by  you,  as  indeed  it  was 
not  by  myself  till  very  lately,^' — (It  had  indeed  been 
Btrange,  if  any  sagacity  of  remark  in  me  had  outrun  Dr 
Priestley's  ly^^  that  IreujEus,  who  has  written  so  large 
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a  work  on  the  subject  of  heregy^  after  tbe  time  of  Justuii 
in  a  coantry  where  it  is  probable  there  were  fewer  Uuita- 
liaos^  agaia  and  again  characterizes  them  in  such  a  man* 
ner,  as  makes  it  evident^  that  even  he  did  not  consider 
any  other  persons  as  hereticks  besides  the  Onosticks* 
He  expresses  a  great  dislike  of  the  Ebionites^  but  ha 
never  calls  them  hereticks/^* 

Freely  1  resign  to  Dr  Priestley  the  honour  of  having 
been  the  first  to  made  this  remark ;  at  leasts  1  sball  pat 
ID  no  claim  for  myself^  or  for  my  friends :  if  any  plagiar- 
ism hath  been  committed,  which  I  pretend  not  in  thii 
pairticular  instance  to  assert,  the  depredation  most  have 
been  made  upon  some  of  his  own  party  :  for  I  will  ven- 
tnre  to  affirm,  that  the  remark,  so  far  as  it  extendi  to 
Ireuttus's  acquittal  of  the  Ebionites  from  the  imputation 
of  heresy^  could  have  occurred  to  none,  that  had  not  been 
in  some  good  degree  an  Idiot  in  the  writings  of  Irenss- 
us :  it  could  have  occurred  to  none,  that  had  known  more 
<tf  the  work  of  Irensus,  than  is  to  be  learned  from  an 
eccasional  reference  to  particular  passages,  by  the  help 
of  an  index. 

The  great  object  of  Irensus  in  his  work  against 
heresies,  is,  to  assert  the  Scripture  doctrines  of  the 
unity  of  Ood,  and  the  incarnation  of  the  Divine  Word, 
in  their  original  simplicity,  against  the  numerous  secta- 
ries of  his  times,  who,  from  various  views  and  motives^ 
had  variously  disfigured  and  disguised  them.  Some 
thought,  that  they  gave  a  clear  solution  of  the  dark 
question  about  the  origin  of  evil,  when  they  maintained| 
that  the  world  is  the  work  of  one  or  more  intelligences, 
far  inferior  to  the  Fii-st  Mind :  some,  to  account  for 
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a  japerleni  ffew  oTthe  Old  aad  thtllvw  TMuM94 
iiag^UMtttw  God  of  tiw  Je«»  WMftdMuBlbdift 

Ami  Um  Fatlnr  of  oor  Lmd  Jmm  OMuft:  spmb^^IHi. 
^Ttt  the  diVcnlliM  in  tlie  greM  dodri^s  aT  tbe  inonMir 
linPi  indalged  in  a  niwt  crfaunal  wmtaWM*  of  qp»* 
latibi^  ooBocnung  Uie  penw  of  Ohiiii:  Pipa^  aAeliiif. 
A-dMp  OfyateMNM  witdon,  cndMiTMiod  to  aatplaii^-lii 
thtcate  aad  iU4mtguied  aUesBri«%  tht  fmtHmJtmjtj 
IbRdiflbraitoidmoriBtBUeet  and  life  frnp  the  IMgl^ 
Wad,  aad  (he  pradoctioDor  the  vi«Qi^iv«rldMn«||^ 
the  Bait. piofiuw  aad  haidened^  aitlUQf  amiM  ttMlji 
adfee  of  oertdn  aijalerioiM  ponte  aC  teOhriiliaa  dhil^ . 
Wm^  to  i^va  penonal  ammpmn  ta^ijkmmim^  ai# 
tofda  otedit  aanag  ttw  ndgtt  to /|i|K jpii,  Ja^iiMi 
Mtonnona.  To  goard  the  fililfafkil  aglai^^aoe  vaifi 
««■  MdnctioM.  and  to  aitabUdi  theaia.1haWlBf  aC  w 
true  Bcriptort  doctrine  of  Okb  God,  aJbooliito  in  pow« 
and  in  all  perfection^  who,  by  bis  Eternal  Word,  crea- 
ted all  things  in  heaven  and  in  earth,  visible  and  invisi- 
ble ;  and,  having  in  time  past  spoken  to  the  fathers  bj 
the  prophets,  hath  spoken  in  the  last  days  by  his  Son^ 
the  same  Divine  Word  incarnate,  and  hath  reconciled 
mankind  to  himself,  through  him,  who,  to  effect  this 
reconciliation,  united  the  manhood  to  the  Godhead  in 
his  own  person, — ^to  establish  the  faithful  in  this  doc- 
trine,  Irensus  undertakes  the  confutation  of  those  ex- 
travagant  conceits,  by  which  it  is  either  contradicted, 
or  perverted  and  disgraced,  never  losing  sight  of  his 
two  cardinal  points,  the  unity  of  God,  and  the  incar- 
■ation  of  the  Word. 

His  whole  work  consists  of  five  books  :  of  thesci  the 
Y  first  is  historical,  exhibiting  a  general  view  of  hereti- 


91S.  W'  msauismoKs.  419 

cal  opinions^  in  those  poinU  in  which  they  differed 
most  essentially  from  genuine  Christianity  ;  reciting  the 
names  of  the  principal  hsresiarchs,  describing  their 
characters,  and  relating  the  varieties  of  opinion,  by 
which  the  different  sects  were  distinguished. 

In  the  second  book,  the  author  professes  to  refute  the 
extravagant  opinions  recited  in  tiie  first,  by  general  ar- 
guments, exposing  the  incoherence  and  intrinsick  absur- 
dity  of  each.  In  the  third,  he  engages  to  bring  a  con- 
futation of  the  same  opinions  from  Scripture  in  general  j 
in  the  fourth,  from  our  Lord's  own  discourses  in  par- 
ticular; in  the  fifth,  from  our  Lord's  own  words,  aYid 
the  writings  of  St  PauL  ^ 

In  the  first  book,  after  a  general  recital  of  the  princiw 
pal  extravagancies  of  the  Yalentinians,  the  author  under- 
takes to  show,  that  Simon  Magus  was  the  parent  of  alt 
heresy,  and  that  the  distinguishing  conceits  of  every 
eect,  attached  to  one  point  or  another  of  his  doctrine : 
for  this  purpose,  he  givea  a  list  of  hseresiarchs  and  sects^ 
*  from  Simon  Magus,  in  succession,  to  his  own  time^ 
specifying  the  particular  doctrines  of  each  :  in  this  list^ 
the  Ebionites  have  the  honour  to  have  the  name  of  their 
fleet,  enrolled  *  between  the  Cerinthians  and  Nicolait- 
ans.  If  IrensBus  deemed  them  not  hereticks,  he  has 
surely  put  them  in  bad  company.  At  no  great  distance 
from  the  Ebionites,  he  introduces  Marcionif  this  Mar- 
cion  was  a  most  distinguished  heretick,  not  only  for  the 
extravagance  and  impiety  of  his  doctrine,  but  for  the 
liberty  which  he  took  with  the  books  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament, altering  or  expunging  whatever  he  disliked,  till 
he  made  the  holy  Scriptures,  as  he  thought,  speak  his 
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ton  of  the  truths  imptigners  of  the  publick  dpctrioe  of 
the  churchy  and  disciples  of  Simon  the  Samaritan  tor- 
cerer/'  clearly  proves  what  the  pablick  character  of  the 
Ebionites  was,  whom  he  hath  enrolled  among  these 
worthies.  To  have  registered  among  the  sects,  allied 
to  Simon  Magus,  persons  who  lay  under  no  publick 
impntation  of  heresy,  however  in  his  own  private  judg« 
ment  he  might  see  reason  to  reprobate  their  tenets,  had 
been  a  very  awkward  proof  of  the  general  affinity  be- 
tween heresy  and  Simon  Magus  :  to  the  proof  of  this,  a 
consent  or  resemblance  of  opiuion,  between  Simon  Ma* 
gns  and  those  who  were  no  hereticks,  or  not  generally 
deemed  such,  could  little  contribute — it  would  rather 
indeed  conduce  to  the  acquittal  of  Simon,  than  the  con- 
demnation of  an  innocent  sect  said  to  resemble  him ; 
the  Ebionites,  therefore,  having  a  place  in  this  list,  by 
which  Simon  is  to  be  proved  the  common  parent  and 
founder  of  all  heresies,  unquestionably  partook  of  that 
character,  which  Irensus  makes  the  peculiar  mark  of  that 
family.  They  were  adulterators  of  the  truth,  not  bare- 
ly  of  what  was  truth  in  the  private  judgment  of  Irensus, 
but  they  were  impugners  of  the  publick  doctrine  of  the 
church :  if  such  persons  were  not  hereticks,  I  have  yet 
to  learn  the  meaning  of  the  name. 

I  am  well  aware,  that  a  laudable  concern  for  the  re- 
putation of  his  ancestors,  will  incline  Dr  Priestley  i« 
put  the  question,  in  what  circumstance  the  Ebionites 
resembled  Simon  Magus  ?  Some  resemblance,  he  will 
say,  according  to  Irensus's  notions,  was  necessary  to 
constitute  a  heresy :  for  if  all  hereticks  resembled  Simon 
Magus  in  some  circumstance  or  another,  they  who  re- 
sembled  him  in  none,  were  no  hereticks. 
To  this  it  may  be  answered,  that  Epiphamos^  when 
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he  telli  us  that  Ebion^s  Judaism  was  of  the  fibmortten 
cast,  says  what  may  be  thought  to  imply  a  resemblancey 
in  many  circumstances,  between  this  sect  and  the  Sama- 
ritan sorcerer :  but  the  principle  in  which  Iren^us,  I 
doubt  not,  placed  the  resemblance,  was  no  other  than 
the  cardinal  doctrine  of  the  Ebionites,  of  the  mere  hiN 
manity  of  our  Lord.  This,  as  it  was  taught  by  the 
Cerinthians  and  the  first  Ebionites,  was  indeed  nothing 
more  than  a  refinement  upon  the  older  error  of  the  Do^ 
cetsB,  of  which  Bimon  was  the  first  tcachen  The  Do- 
eetie,  thinking  it  beneath  the  dignity  of  a  celestial  being 
to  undergo  the  life  of  a  man,  and  to  submit  to  a  violent 
and  painful  death,  maintained,  that  the  body  of  Jesni 
was  a  mere  illusion,  and  the  whole  scene  of  his  soflbr* 
ings  phantastick  :  or,  if  any  of  them  admitted  the  reality 
of  the  sufferings,  they  denied,  however,  that  Jesus  was 
the  sufferer.  The  Cerinthians,  whose  doctrines  the 
irst  Ebionites  followed  in  what  related  to  the  person  of 
our  Lord,  thought  it  more  reasonable  to  admit  tbat  Jesus 
was  a  real  man,  the  subject  of  real  sufferings :  they 
maintained,  that  he  was  a  mere  man ;  and  they  suppo- 
sed a  superangelick  being,  which  they  called  tlie  Christ, 
to  have  been  through  life  the  guide  and  guardian  of  the 
man ;  something  more  perhaps  than  a  Socratick  demon, 
but  yet  distinct  from  the  man,  and  exempt  from  all  par- 
ticipation of  his  sufferings.  This  is  evidently  a  refine- 
ment  upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Docetse.  Both  doctrines 
had  a  common  object, — to  give  the  doctrine  of  the  incar- 
nation such  a  turn,  timt  a  divine  or  superangelick  nature, 
might  not  be  involved  in  the  miseries  of  mortality :  for 
this  purpose,  the  Docet^  denied  the  reality  of  the  man- 
hood ;  and  the  Ebionites,  with  the  Cerinthians,  main- 
tained a  separate  personality,  and  distinct  conditions  of 


the  man  and  the  superior  being :  thus  the  afltnity  be- 
tween the  Ebionites  and  the  Simonians  is  manifest ;  and 
the  derivation  of  the  one  from  the  other^  easy  and  natu- 
ral :  and  I  cannot  but  remark,  that  as  the  ancient  Ebi- 
onsBan  doctrine  passes  by  a  single  step^  the  dismission 
ef  the  superangelick  beings  into  the  modem  Unitarian^ 
that  too  is  traced  to  its  source  in  the  chimeras  of  the 
Samaritan  sorcerer :  and  thus^  both  the  Ebionites  of 
antiquity,  and  the  Unitarians  of  our  own  time,  are  in 
truth  branches,  or  the  offspring  at  least,  of  Gnosticism— 
and  in  this  extended  meaning  of  the  word  I  am  ready 
to  allow,  that  Iren»us  knew  of  no  hereticks,  but  what 
ace  included  under  the  general  name  of  Gnosticks.  Be 
that  as  it  may,  I  maintain,  that  the  first  book  of  Irensus^ 
by  Uie  enrolment  therein  made  of  the  Ebionites,  in  a 
list,  in  which  the  author  had  done  disservice  to  his  own 
argument,  had  he  inserted  any  but  known  hereticks ; 
affords  a  clear  argument,  that  the  Ebionites  were  he* 
leticks  in  the  judgment  of  the  church,  in  the  time  of 
Iren»us. 

In  the  second  book  of  Irenaeus,  no  mention  of  the  Ebi« 
onites  occurs,  either  by  name  or  by  description ;  nor  is 
this,  indeed,  the  place  where  any  mention  of  that  sect 
might  be  expected  :  the  argument  of  the  second  book,  is 
a  confutation  of  heretical  opinions  from  principles  of 
mere  reason ;  from  general  views  of  their  intrinsick  ab- 
surdity  and  incoherence :  but  the  error  of  the  Ebionites^ 
is  not  of  the  number  of  those  that  may  be  so  confuted ; 
the  great  mystery  of  godliness,  tlie  incarnation  of  the 
Pivine  Word,  was  no  discovery  of  natural  reason, 
Keason,  therefore,  whose  natural  powers,  upon  this 
subject,  gave  no  knowledge  of  the  truth,  is  insufficient 
without  the  aid  of  revelation,  to  tbe  refutation  of  the 
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contrary  fulsehood :  the  conviction  of  the  EbionitM, 
must  rest  entirely  upon  holy  writ. 

Accordingly,  in  the  third  book,  in  which  the  confiita- 
tion  is  drawn  from  Scripture,  the  Ebioniles  are  that 
mentioned :  ^*  They  again  who  say,  that  he  was  merety 
a  man  engendered  of  Joseph,  die;  continuing  in  tbi 
bondage  of  the  former  disobedience,  having  to  the  last 
no  conjunction  with  the  word  of  God  the  Father,  nor  re- 
ceiving  freedom  through  the  Son,  according  to  that 
saying  of  his  own.  If  the  Son  give  you  mantimiaatM, 
je  $haU  be  free  indeed.  But  not  knowing  him,  who  is 
the  Emmanuel  of  the  Virgin,  they  are  deprived  of  hk 
gift,  which  is  eternal  life :  and  not  receiving  the  incor- 
ruptible word,  they  continue  in  the  mprtal  flesh,  and  an 
liable  to  the  natural  debt  of  death,  not  accepting  the  an- 
tidote of  life.''« 

That  the  Ebionites  are  the  persona  intended  in  this 
passage,  we  need  not  be  solicitous  to  prove,  since  a  part 
of  the  passage  is  cited  by  Dr  Priestley  himself,  in  the 
appendix  of  his  First  Letters,  as  unquestionably  relating 
to  that  sect.  In  this  passage,  their  error  and  their 
crime  is  placed  in  their  assertion,  that  our  Lord  was  a 
mere  man,  tlie  son  of  Joseph  :  this  error,  is  called  a  re- 
jection of  the  incorruptible  word,  a  refusal  of  the  anti- 
dote of  life :  these  are  phrases,  evidently  descriptive  of  a 
hardened  infidelity,  which  listens  not,  with  a  due  sub- 


*  Riirsus  autem  qui  iiiidc  Untum  horairiem  eum  dicuut  ex  Joseph  gcnera(am» 
{lersererantci  in  servitute  pri>itiii8e  inobi'tliciiiac  inoriuntur,  iiondum  comnilxti 
TtTho  Dei  Patris,  iicqm^  per  Filium  percipienies  libertnteni,  qiicmadmodum  ip«e 
■it ;  n  FUiuH  x'os  muunmiferity  vcre  lib^ri  cvitii.  Igiioi  Htites  Rutcnu  eum  qui  ex 
Virgitie  Khl  Kmmanuel,  priTantur  ruunere  ejus,  quod  rst  >itu  MSteiiiH  :  iioa  reci« 
picniei  nutem  vcTbum  incorruptionia  pfrscverant  in  came  raoitali,  eC  luut  debt- 
lores  mortii,  antidotura  vitse  nou  accipieutes.    Lib.  3.  cap.  zai. 


mission  (^  the  nnderstandiog^  to  the  evangelical  doctrine* 
The  Ebionites  therefore,  by  their  wicked  doctrine  of  our 
liord's  mere  humanity,  seemed  to  Irensus  to  be  mere 
infidels ;  and  in  consequence  of  this  infidelity,  ^^  to  die 
in  the  bondage  of  the  former  disobedience,  having  to  the 
last,  no  connexion  with  the  word  of  Gk>d  the  Fatheri 
continuing  in  the  mortal  flesh,  and  liable  to  the  natural 
debt  of  death/'  These  expressions,  describe  the  miser- 
able condition  of  the  unconverted  and  impenitent ;  who, 
notwithstanding  what  the  Son  of  God  hath  done  and 
suffered  for  those  who  will  believe  in  him,  remain  ob- 
noxious to  the  guilt  and  punishment  of  their  own  sins, 
as  well  as  to  all  the  dreadful  consequences  of  the  first 
transgression.  Such,  Irensus  deemed  the  dangerous 
aituation  of  these  infidel  Ebionites :  he  says  further,  that 
for  their  ignorance  of  him  who  is  the  Emmanuel  of  the 
"Virgin,  and  in  consequence  of  the  infidelity  and  impeni- 
tence of  which  that  ignorance  was,  in  his  judgment,  a 
anre  symptom,  ^'  they  are  deprived  of  the  gift  of  that 
Emmanuel,  which  gift  is  eternal  life.''  To  be  depri- 
ved of  that  life  eternal,  which  is  the  gift  of  the  Emman- 
uel, is  the  same  thing  in  the  phraseology  of  the  ancient 
writers,  as  to  be  under  a  sentence  of  eternal  damnation ; 
these  Ebionites  therefore,  who  said  that  our  Lord  was 
a  mere  man,  convicted  by  that  wicked  assertion  of  an 
evil  heart  of  impenitence  and  unbelief,  in  the  opinion  of 
Irenffius,  lay  under  a  sentence  of  eternal  punishment, 
which  nothing  but  a  renunciation  of  their  error,  and  a 
sincere  repentance,  might  avert.  Nothing  can  be  clear- 
er, than  that,  in  this  passage,  they  are  taxed  with  infide. 
lify  and  impenitence,  and  threatened  with  the  doom 
which  awaits  such  crimes  :  but  Dr  Priestley  can  find  no 
such  sentence  of  damnation  in  this  passage,  passed  upon 
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self  from  the  difficultiesy  ivhich  were  Uie  etmiibliii^ 
blocks  of  liereticks:  in  particular^  he  will  perceiye 
the  connexioQ  and  affinity  between  the  Old  Testament 
and  the  New^  and  will  understand^  that  the  same  God 
was  the  author  of  both :  ^^  such  a  disciple,''  he  says^ 
<^  being  truly  spiritual^  inasmuch  as  he  receiveth  thtt 
Spirit  of  God^  who,  under  all  the  dispensations  of  God^ 
was  present  with  men^  and  announced  the  future,  and 
showeth  the  present,  and  relateth  the  past ;  [%uch  a  spi- 
ritual disciple]  judgeth  aU,  but  is  judged  himself  ol 
none.''*  He  judgeth  M :  that  is,  he  discerns  in  what 
point  the  error  of  any  erroneous  doctrine  lies,  and  he  can 
evince  its  inconsistence  with  the  truth :  but  he  himself^ 
having  the  written  word  and  the  doctrine  of  the  apostlee 
ftr  his  guide,  and  enjoying  the  secret  iUumination  of  thft 
Spirit,  is  inconfutabk :  Ireneus  illustrates  and  ampliies 
this  aphorism,  by  an  applicatiou  of  it  to  di&rent  sects  | 
showing  how  and  upon  what  principles,  the  spiritual  dis- 
ciple vfiXi  judge  them}  i.  s.  expose  and  refute  their  errors :. 
this  amplification  of  the  general  sentiment,  makes  a  very, 
long  period,  which  some  of  the  early  editors  (Gfynsutf 
I  believe)  hath  broken  into  no  less  than  nine  chapters^ 
prefixing  to  each  a  proper  title.  This  spiriiiial  disciple, 
Irenaeus  says,  will  judge  the  Gentiles^t — will  judge  the 
Jews,{ — will  judge  the  Marcionites,|| — will  judg^  the 
Yalentinians.^ — <^He  will  also  judge  the  vain  bab- 
blings of  wicked  Gnosticks,  showiog  them  to  be  the 


*  Talh  diaeiptifai  Tcre  ipiritaUs,  reeipiens  Spixitoni  -Oei»  qui  ab  initio,  in  oni 
vcnis  diipositioDilMt  Dei,  affiiit  hominilNU^  et  fotura  aimanUavity  et  pneaentia  of- 
tendit,  et  pneterita  enamt,  jodicatqaidem  omnes,  ipae  antem  k  uemine  jodicatur. 
•JLib.  i.  cap.  liii. 
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argament  used  ?  By  Iren»iiB  :  not  gimply  by  Irennas 
in  hb  own  person ;  it  is  the  argument  which  Iren»ui 
pats  in  the  mouth  of  the  spiritual  disciple :  the  spiritual 
disciple — ^that  is,  every  spiritual  disciple,  every  sound 
believer  is  the  person,  who  upon  these  principles,  vs  ill 
confute  the  Ebionites :  Irensus  therefore,  distinguish- 
ing  the  Ebionites  who  are  confuted,  from  every  spirit- 
«al  disciple  who  confutes,  sets  the  former  out  of  the  so* 
ciety  of  spiritual  disciples,  of  sound  believers,  and  puts 
them  in  the  class  of  those  who  are  not  spiritual ;  that  is, 
of  those  who  have  not  the  spirit :  for  were  they  spiritual, 
fhey  could  not  be  the  objects  of  the  spiritual  disciple's 
opposition  and  confutation  ;  but  the  class  of  those,  who 
are  not  spiritual,  is  the  choice  society  of  hereticks  and 
infidels — ^for  he,  who  hath  not  the  spirit  of  Christ,  is  Tume 
tfhis.  In  this  passage  therefore,  the  Ebionites  are 
dearly  ranked  with  hereticks. 

It  deserves  particular  notice,  that  one  circumstance  is 
IrensBUs's  description  of  the  spiritual  disciple  who  jnd« 
ges  these  Ebionites,  is,  that  ^'  he  is  a  follower  of  the 
publick  doctrine  of  the  church  ;''*  whence  it  might  seem 
no  unnatural  conclusion,  if  other  proof  of  the  thing  were 
wanting,  that  the  publick  judgment  of  the  church,  no 
less  than  the  sentiments  of  Irensus,  was  against  the 
Ebionites ;  that  they  were  opposers  of  the  publick  doc 
trine,  and  of  course,  in  the  publick  estimation,  hereticks : 
but  the  same  thing  indeed,  is  sufficiently  implied  in  the 
representation  given  them,  as  maintainers  of  an  opinion 
which  struck  at  the  very  root  of  the  doctrine  of  redemp- 
tion, and  lay  open  to  every  sound  believer's  confutation. 


*  Si  et  Bcriptnram  diligenter  legerH,  i^d  Mil  ^ai  ia  ectleiiA  WQt  prMbjrter^ 
ftp>id  quM  est  i^ostoUea  doctrioa.   Ci^.  Qi. 


it  shoald  seem  therefore,  that  it  is  a  term  of  more  8e?ere 
leproach  than  Dr  Priestley  apprehends :  it  imports 
indeed,  that  they  to  whom  it  is  applied,  were  persons 
heeame  vain  in  their  tmagtnatums ;  cherishing  opin- 
ions Ymd  of  foundation  in  Scripture  and  in  truth ;  such 
as  arose  ont  of  a  misapprehension  of  the  whole  scheme 
0f  revealed  religion.  And  whatever  the  particular  sense 
wt  this  epithet  may  be,  the  manner  in  which  the  men* 
lion  of  the  Ebionites  is  introduced,  shows  that  they  are 
mentioned,  as  aflfbrding  one  instance  of  hereticks  of  that 
description. 

In  another  passage  of  this  fifth  book,  Irenseus  says  of 
hereticks  in  general,  that  <<  they  are  unlearned ;  ignorant 
ef  the  divine  dispensations,  particulariy  of  the  schenm 
rasf>ecting  man ;  blind  to  the  truth ;  and  that  they  oon« 
tradict  their  own  salvation,'^  This  general  charge,  he 
illustrates  and  confirms,  by  specifying  the  particular 
absurdities  of  cUfferent  sects ;  ^  Smne,''  he  says,  <<  in* 
trodttcing  another  Father  beside  the  Demiuigus :  some 
again,  saying  that  the  world  and  the  substance  of  it, 
were  made  by  certain  angels  :  some,  that  the  substance 
of  the  world  sprang  up  from  itself,  and  is  self-produced, 
Ikr  separate  from  him  who,  according  to  tliem  is  the 
Father :  some,  that  it  took  its  substance  from  corruption 
and  ignorance,  being  among  the  things  within  the  Fath- 
ar :  some  treat  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  visible  advent 
with  contempt,  not  admitting  the  incarnation :  some,  ig. 
norant  of  the  dispensation  of  the  Virgin,  say,  that  he 
was  begotten  by  Joseph,  Some,  ^c''* 

*  Indocti  ornnei  bffretiei,  et  ignorantM  diipoiitioiiet  l>ei«  et  intcu  ejus  qus  esl 
tiWiiiMfcun  himiDeBi  diipeDBatkNiij,  quippe  cKcutientet  eiroa  veriUtein,  ip«  turn 
^OBtrsdi^aiitnkitiy  alU  quidsa  aileniiii  ittroducenteay  pnrter  Dvnuai^gua  patrem. 
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Dr  Priestley  **  once  thought"*  that  ia  this  passage 
Itie  Ebioiiites  were  iDcludetl  in  the  appelUtioo  of  bere> 
licks ;  as  indeed  any  oue  would  think,  who  could  ex- 
plain the  gi-ammatical  constructiou  of  the  eeateuce,  is 
every  clause  of  which  heretici  {^hereticks]  is  understood 
aa  the  substantive  to  be  joined  with  Alii  [some]  ;  they 
therefore,  who  maiiitaioed  that  our  Lord  was  literally 
aad  naturally  Joseph's  son,  are  here  expressly  called 
*'Some  hereticka  :"  but  Dr  Priestley  has  reconsidered 
the  passage ;  and  perceiving  how  strongly  the  natural 
•ense  of  it  makes  against  him,  be  has  found  himself  mis- 
taken in  that  construction  of  it :  he  says,  "  as  Cerinlhus 
and  Carpocntes,  and  other  Gnosticks,  denied  the  mira- 
culous conception  as  well  as  the  £bioniteg  ;  and  all  tin 
test  of  this  description,  both  before  and  after  this  dr* 
camstaiice,  e\'idently  belongs  to  the  Gaosticks  only  ;  tad 
as  in  no  other  place  whatever^  does  be  comprebend 
the ni  in  hii  definition  of  heresy  ;  it  is  natural  to  con- 
clude, that  he  had  ho  view  to  the  Ebionites  even  hen, 
but  only  to  those  Onosticks  who,  in  common  with  then, 
denied  the  miraculous  conceptioD."t  This  coDclnaioii 
might  indeed  be  somewhat  more  natural  than  it  is,  if 
tiie  passage  really  were,  what  Br  Priestley,  when  he 
calls  it  *'  this  description,"  would  represent  it  to  be,— 
a  description  of  one  sect  -by  various  characters :  for,  in 
that  case  it  might  be  said,  that  all  the  parts  of  the  de- 
scription must  be  united,  to  make  up  the  complete  chai- 


AlU  idtem  lb  anfclit  qulbukhin]  dicnito  fietiun  tme  mnndam,  «t  ■   . . „ 

■jui.  .Mil  quidf  m  pom)  et  longc  (epanlum  ab  eo,  qui  nt  leeuaduni  ipMM,  paire, 
atemttipn  floniine,  c(  cue  ex  k  mUid  Alii  luteia  in  hii  que  contineDtara 
fiMn,  lie  labe  ec  ignortDdi  nbatantiam  hibuuie,  AUi  ■utem  naaifntniB  adre*- 
inmdanuDi  conUranntil,  inwrtioDeniejiU  Don  reci^snto.  AbiaaMm  nu«Di  igiN^ 
nniM  nrginia  dii[«nMtkNieni,  «x  JoMph  dieaat  mm  {[eiMntiun.  lib.  S.  op.  uc 
*  BcMad  L«Ucn,  p.  IT,  f  1^  P-  '■■ 
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•eter  of  an  heretick.  Bat  the  pasMige  is  plainly  aa 
CDQineration  of  different  sects,  to  which  the  name  of 
hereticks,  and  the  charge  of  ignorance  and  blindness 
belong  in  common;  an  enumeration  describing  each 
by  its  particular  error.  This  appears,  not  only  from 
the  grammatical  structure  of  the  period,  in  which  th^ 
repetition  of  Miiy  Mii,  Mii,  8^c.  Same,  Some,  Some ; 
distinguishes  and  enumerates,  and  hath  no  other  force  ; 
but  still  more  evidently  from  this  circumstance :  that  the 
opinions  mentioned  in  the  ^Ufferent  clauses  are,  in  some 
instances,  manifestly  repagnant;  insomuch  that  they 
could  not  all  be  maintained  by  the  same  persons :  thus 
the  second,  third,  and  fourth  clauses,  mention  contra- 
dictory opinions  about  the  origin  of  the  visible  world  $ 
and  the  ^^  some  hereticks''  who  held  any  one  of  these 
opinions,  must  have  been  a  different  set  from  the  ^^  somt 
hereticks"  who  held  another :  and  indeed  that  they  were 
different,  is  clearly  expressed  in  the  Latin  words ;  for  1 
have  been  favourable  to  Dr  Priestley,  in  rendering  the 
repeated  Mii,  Seme,  and  Some,  and  some, :  the  proper 
rendering  would  be.  Some,  Others,  Others,  &c.  In  this 
enumeration  of  heresies,  the  error  ascribed  to  each,  is 
alleged  as  an  instance  of  the  ignorance  of  that  sect,  6i 
their  blindness  to  the  truth,  and  their  opposition  to  their 
own  salvation.  The  enumeration  being  made  in  proof 
of  that  general  charge,*  it  is  natural  to  suppose,  that  each 
sect  is  described  by  that  error,  which,  of  all  their  absurd 
opinions,  m  as  the  fittest  for  the  purpose  of  that  proof^ 
the  clearest  instance  of  their  ignorance  and  blindness, 
and  their  contradicting  of  their  own  salvation :  the  par* 
ticular  error  therefore  mentioned  in  each  clause,  is  not 
indeed  by  itself  a  definition  of  heresy,  but  it  is  by  itself 

a  sure  mark  of  a  heretick ;  by  which^  every  one  main. 
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taintDg  tb&t  opinion,  miglit  be  known  to  corns  ander  that 
general  character.  One  uf  ttiese  marks  oi  a  beretick,  ia 
tlHi  opiaion,  that  our  Lfonl  was  literally  and  Qatormlly 
tiic  BOD  of  Joeepb :  all  therefore  were  bereticks  in  Um 
judgment  of  Irensua,  apon  wbom  that  mark  was  to  be 
foand  ;  whether  they  were  Cerinthians,  CarpocratiatM, 
or  Ebionites — If  thii  was  a  mark  that  might,  in  Um 
jodgment  of  Irentcus,  couvict  a  Carpnrratian  orCerin- 
tbian,  why  should  it  not  equally  in  his  judgmeot,  coo- 
Tict  the  Bbionites?  hcc&use,  in  the  Ceriotbiana  and 
Carpocratians,  Dr  Priestley  will  say,  this  opinion  was 
blended  with  impieties  which  were  indeed  heretical : 
But  this  is  to  place  the  mark  of  the  heresy  in  tbft  jadg- 
ment  of  Irenicua>  not  in  the  circumstance  which  he  »• 
preisly  mentious  as  the  mark,  but  in  others  which  bt 
suppresses :  a  mode  of  Interpretation,  by  which  evei7 
Writer  may  he  brought  to  say,  whatever  his  expositor 
ihalt  be  pleased  to  say  for  liim. 

"  If  there  be  any  other  passage  in  Irenxus,  in  whick 
be  calls,  or  seems  to  call,  the  Ebionites  bereticks,*'*  Dr 
Priestley  declares  he  bath  overlooked  it :  be  bath  tbea 
overlooked  a  very  remarkable  passage  in  the  ttiird  book, 
the  mention  of  which  I  have  reserved  for  this  placo. 
Irensus,  speaking  of  the  universal  credit  and  author- 
ity of  the  gospels,  says,  that  "  even  bereticks  bear  wit- 
ness to  it,  since  each  of  them  endeavours  to  confim 
his  own  doctrines  by  proofs  from  those  writings :  for  the 
Ebionites,  using  only  the  gospel  according  to  St  Mat- 
thew, are  by  that  convicted  of  error  in  their  nodeni 
of  our  Lord :  Marcioo,  cutting  off  much  of  the  goipel 
according  to  St  Luke,  may  he  proved  a  blasphamec 
.*■■■      I     ■  ■  .1     ■■     .  — ,i.^. 
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mgainst  the  only  GoA^  from  the  parts  which  he  re** 
tains,  ^c.^^* 

As  Dr  Priestley  mentions  a  definition  of  heresy  g^ven 
by  Irenffius,  in  terms  which  exclude,  or  at  least  com* 
prehend  not  the  Ebionites^f  I  shall  just  take  the  liberty 
to  suggest,  that  he  might  confer  an  obligation  upon  tlie 
learned  world,  if  he  would  be  pleased  to  give  informa* 
tion,  in  what  part  of  the  whole  work  of  Irensus  that 
definition  may  be  found. 

Meanwhile  it  appears,  that  the  Ebionites  are  repeat- 
edly mentioned  by  Irensus,  and  never  mentioned  but 
as  hereticks  :  when  any  heavy  chai^  against  hereticks 
is  to  be  confirmed  by  particular  instances,  the  Ebionites 
celdom  are  forgotten :  in  the  first  book,  they  appear  in  a 
list  of  heretical  sects,  as  one  instance  among  many,  con^ 
firming  the  author's  general  assertion,  that  all  the  here^ 
tical  sects  of  his  own  and  the  preceding  age,  had  their 
root  and  origin  in  the  doctrines  of  Simon  Magus :  in  the 
third  book,  they  are  mentioned  as  one  instance  of  here^ 
ticks,  who,  rejecting  the  greater  part  of  the  four  gospels^ 
contribute  to  the  general  evidence  of  the  authenticity 
and  credit  of  those  writings,  by  their  solicitude  to  build 
their  particular  opinions  upon  the  parts  which  they  re» 
€eive,  and  yet  are  convicted  of  efTor  in  those  opinions  by 
those  very  parts  to  which  they  appeal.  In  another  pas- 
sage of  the  third  book,  they  are  described  as  persons  in  a 
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*  TanU  est  autem  cirea  cTangelia  h»e  firraitat,  at  et  ipn  hcretiei  tettimouiaoi 
reddant  cis,  et  ex  ipait  egredient  uuus  qaisque  eorum  conetur  toam  confirmare 
doctrinam.  Ebionsi  etenim,  en  evangelio  quod  eat  leeunduin  Matthtwim  lolo 
uteotei,  ex  illo  ipso  conTiDCuntcr  noa  rcotc  pnesamentea  de  dominOk  Marekm 
autem  id  quod  est  seeuodum  Lucam  eiroumeidens,  ex  his  que  adkoo  •erfutar 
^DM  tunLf  bUaphemua  in  »olaia  exineatcm  Oeum  ottendiUir.    lib.  8.  cap.  xi. 

t  Second  Lettert,  p.  5t. 
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state  of  impfuitence  «nd  hardened  iiiBdelity,  lying  uoder 
the  dreadful  senlence  of  eternal  damnation :  in  lite  funrtli 
book  their  sect  is  oientjoncd  anmng  those,  whom  the  Riii- 
liUial  disciplo,  t.  e.  the  sound  believer,  will  judge :  in  the 
fifth  houk,  lliey  are  mentioued  among  herelicks  whose 
ductrinuaaredcmnliahedall  in  the  lumi),  and  atone  blow, 
by  boiog  couti-aHted  with  the  scheme  of  mau's  redcmp. 
tion  truly  slated  :  and  in  another  passage  of  the  &ame 
book,  their  distinguishing  tenet  of  the  mere  humanity  of 
our  Lord,  ia  alle^d  ae  an  instance  of  the  ignorance  and 
blindness  of  bereticks,  and  of  the  forwardness  of  such 
pertKins  to  oppose  their  own  salvation. 

Of  the  truth  of  that  remark  of  Br  rrieatley's  which 
proTuked  thii  long  disquisition,  tliat  the  £biunited  ia 
Irenieus's  large  work  "  are  again  and  again  character' 
itcd  by  him,  iu  such  a  manner  as  muket  it  erident,  that 
even  he  did  not  consider  them  as  herelicks,  and  that  kt 
never  calls  them  by  that  name  ;  of  Die  truth  of  this  re. 
mark,  and  of  the  qualificaUons  of  the  man  who  could 
make  it,  and  lake  credit  to  himself  that  he  had  been  the 
first  to  make  it,  to  enlighten  llie  nge  upon  points  nfeccle- 
siastical  antiquity  ;  let  tlie  intelligent  reader  now  form  hi« 
OWD  judgment. 
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DISQUISITION  FOURTH. 

Of  the  seniimenta  of  the  fathers  arid  others,  concerning 
the  eternal  origination  of  the  Son,  in  the  necessartf 
energies  of  the  paternal  intellect. 

IN  ft  subject  so  far  above  tbe  comprehension  of  the 
human  mind,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  must  be  con- 
fessed to  be  in  all  its  branches,  extreme  caution  should 
be  used;  to  keep  the  doctrine  itself,  as  it  is  delivered  in 
God's  word,  distinct  from  every  thing  that  hath  been 
devised  by  man,  or  that  may  even  occur  to  a  man's  own 
thoughts  to  illustrate  it,  or  explain  its  difficulties.  Every 
one  who  hath  ever  thought  for  any  length  of  time  upon 
the  subject,  cannot  but  fall  insensibly  and  involuntarily 
upon  some  way  or  other,  of  representing  the  thing  to 
his  own  mind  :  and  if  a  man  be  ever  so  much  upon  his 
guard,  to  check  the  licentiousness  of  imagination,  and 
bridle  an  irreverent  curiosity  upon  this  holy  subject ; 
yet,  if  he  read  what  others  have  written,  orthodox  or 
hereticks,  he  will  find  opinions  proposed  with  too  much 
freedom  upon  the  difficulties  of  the  subject ;  and  among 
different  opinions,  he  cannot  but  form  some  judgment, 
of  the  different  degrees  of  probability  with  which  they 
are  severally  accompanied ;  nor  can  he  so  far  command 
himself,  as  not  in  some  measure  to  embrace  the  opinion 
which  seems  the  most  probable.    In  this  manner,  eveiy 
•ne  who  meddles  at  all  with  the  subject,  will  be  apt  to 
form  a  solution  for  himself,  of  what  seem  to  him  the 
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principal  difficulties :  but  since  it  must  be  coqfeKwdi 
that  the  human  mind  in  these  inquiries,  is  gropiug  in  titt 
dark  every  step  that  she  ventures  to  adraoce,  beyoii4 
Uio  point  to  which  the  clear  light  of  revelation  reacbe* ; 
the  probability  is,  that  all  these  private  solutioDS  are  is 
different  ways  and  in  diSereut  de£;rees,  but  all  in  som* 
way  and  iu  some  degree  erroneous ;  and  it  will  rar«ly 
happen,  that  the  solution  invented  by  one  man,  wiU 
luit  the  conceptions  of  another.  It  ware  therefore  to  be 
wished/'that  in  treating  this  mysterious  subject,  mes 
vould  not  in  their  zeal  to  illustrate  what,  after  tbsir 
utmost  efforts,  must  remain  in  some  parts  incomprehftm 
slble,  be  too  forward  to  mix  their  private  opinions  with 
the  publick  doctrine.  Many  curious  questions  wen 
moved,  by  the  hereticks  of  antiquity,  and  are  now  rfr 
rived  by  Dr  Priestley,  about  the  nature  and  the  limit  «f 
the  Divine  generation  :  why  the  Father  generates  bsl 
one  Son  ?  Why  that  Son  generates  not  another  ?  Wby 
tbe  generation  is  not  infinite  ? — ^Instead  of  aDawerus 
inch  questions,  it  seems  to  me  that,  except  whea  ibe  ne* 
cesaity  may  arise,  as  indeed  it  too  often  will,  c^  "  an- 
■weiing  a  fool  according  to  his  folly,"  it  should  be  a 
|Kiint  of  conscience  with  every  writer  to  keep  any  patti- 
cular  opinions  be  may  have  formed,  as  OHich  as  ptNui. 
ble  out  of  sight,  that  divine  truth  may  not  be  debaaed 
with  a  mixture  of  the  alloy  of  human  error,  and  that 
controversies  may  not  be  raised  upon  points,  in  which 
DO  man  or  set  of  men  can  be  authorized  or  qualified,  to 
prescribe  to  the  belief  of  others.  Upon  these  principle!, 
I  shonid  wish  to  decline  all  dispute  upon  the  metaphy- 
sical difficulties  of  tbe  subject,  eveo  with  an  adversaiy 
better  qualified  than  1  take  Dr  Priestley  to  be  for  sach 
diacussioDs :  1  should  think  indeed,  that  I  had  already 
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been  guilty  of  an  indiscretion^  in  the  arowal  that  1  have 
made  in  my  Charge,*  of  my  own  opinion  about  the 
manner  in  which  the  Son's  eternal  existence,  without 
any  diminution  of  its  own  necessity,  may  be  connected 
with  the  Father's,  were  it  not,  that  what  1  am  there  at- 
tempting to  illustrate,  is  not  so  much  the  Scripture  doc- 
trine itself,  as  the  manner  in  which  that  doctrine  was 
understood  by  the  Platonizing  fathers. 

I  said,  and  I  still  say,  that  it  was  their  common  prin* 
ciple,  <<  that  the  existence  of  the  Son  flows  necessarily 
from  the  Divine  Intellect  exerted  on  itself  :t  I  showed 
how  the  Son's  eternity  will  follow  from  this  principle ; 
and  I  discovered,  what  indeed  I  might  have  concealed^ 
that  1  myself  concur  in  this  principle  with  the  Plato* 
nists ;  for  1  said,  that  <^  it  seems  to  me  to  be  founded  in 
Scripture"} — by  which  I  meant  not  to  assert,  that  it  ia 
•o  expressly  declared  in  Scripture,  that  I  would  under- 
take  to  prove  it  by  the  Scriptures  to  others,  in  the  same 
manner  that  I  would  undertake  to  prove  that  the  world 
was  created  by  Jesus  Christ ;  or  that  the  one,  like  the 
other,  ought  to  be  made  a  branch  of  the  publick  confes- 
aion  of  the  church ;  or  that  the  belief  or  disbelief  of  this 
particular  principle^  is  a  circumstance  that  may  in  the 
least  affect  the  integrity  of  any  Christian's  faith ;  it  was 
not  alleged  as  a  principle,  on  which  I  meant  at  all  to 
vest  the  credit  of  the  Scripture  doctrine ;  it  was  mention- 
ed only  as  a  principle  which,  true  or  false,  was  embra- 
ced by  a  certain  set  of  writers,  and  serves  to  explain 
certain  things  said  by  them,  which  without  it  are  unin- 
telligible, or  at  least  liable  to  misinterpretation.  At  the 
aame  time,  I  discovered  my  own  opinion  about  this  prin- 
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ciplc,  that  1  think  it  true,  or  likely  to  be  true ;  for  it 
Kerns  (that  is  the  word  I  used)  to  be  founded  in  Scrip. 
ture  :  many  phrases  of  holy  writ  seem  to  me  to  alladi 
to  it ;  and  to  those  who  first  thought  of  it,  I  doabt  not, 
but  that  the  same  allusions  eeemcd  couched  iu  the  saaa 
phrases  :  yet  I  will  not  undertake  to  teach  every  one,  to 
read  the  same  sense  in  tlie  same  expressions.  When  I 
showed,  that  from  tliis  principle  once  admitted,  a  strict 
dcmonetratton  might  he  drawn  of  the  eternity  of  the 
second  person,  it  was  not  tliat  I  set  any  value  upon  that 
4emonslration,  as  adding  in  llie  least  de^e  to  the  cer- 
tainty of  the  Scripture  doctrine — upon  such  poiats,  tbe 
evidence  of  Holy  Scripture  is,  indeed,  the  only  tliiag 
that  amofiuts  to  proof :  the  utmost  that  reasoning  caa 
do,  is  to  lead  to  the  discovery,  and,  by  God's  grace,  to 
the  humble  acknowledgment  of  the  weakness  and  ioaoCi 
2ciency  of  reason ;  to  resist  her  encro&chmenta  upon  tbe 
province  of  faith ;  to  silence  her  objections  and  cut 
down  imaginations,  and  prevent  the  innoTations  and  ifr 
finements  of  philosophy  and  vain  deceit.  Had  pfailoeo- 
pbical  reasoning,  upon  points  of  express  revelatum, 
been  be)d  as  cheap  by  Dr  Priestley  as  it  it  by  me,  the 
present  controversy  never  had  arisen  :  but  this  demoa- 
etration  of  the  Son's  eternity  was  produced,  for  no  other 
purpose,  but  to  show  the  disagreement  beetweea  the  im- 
mediate  consequences  of  the  principle,  from  which  it 
was  deduced,  and  certain  notions  which  Dr  Priestley 
would  ascribe  to  those  who  held  that  principle :  bat  lit 
Priestley,  mistaking  for  an  illuatration  of  Scriptofs, 
what  is  only  an  illustration  of  writers  whose  meaning 
had  been  perverted  by  him,  conceiving  that  the  whole 
Gatholick  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  would  be  confuted, 
if  a  certuD  principle,  wbicb^  being  adniitted,  might 
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famish  a  demonstratiTe  proof  of  a  particalar  part  of  it^ 
might  be  shown  to  be  without  foundation^  calls  upon  ma 
in  the  seventh  of  his  First  Letters^*  to  <^  show  what  It 
is  in  the  Scriptures;  or  indeed  in  the  fathers^  that  givei 
any  countenance  to  that  curious  piece  of  reasoning.^ 
In  another  part  of  the  same  letter  he  tells  me^  that  ^^  in 
reading  my  attempt  to  explain  the  doctrine  of  the  Trin- 
iiy  [so  he  calls  itj^  he  fancies  himself  got  back  to  thd 
darkest  of  the  dark  ages^  or  at  least,  that  he  is  reading 
Peter  Lombard,  Thomas  Aquinas,  or  Duns  Scotus^'^f 
In  his  Second  Letters,  waxing  confident  by  my  neglec^ 
which  he  interpreted  as  a  cowardly  desertion  of  my  U- 
gument,  he  is  louder  in  his  challenge^  and  more  stoat 
in  his  defiance :  upon  every  occasion  of  these  chaUengBM 
and  eotts,  of  which  sometimes  the  Dean  of  Canterbury^ 
sometimes  Dr  White,  sometimes  Bishop  PrettymaD^ 
sometimes  I  myself  have  the  honour  to  be  the  object,—^ 
upon  every  such  occasion,  bat  particularly  on  this,  his 
tone  reminds  me  of  the  strutting  actor  on  the  stage : 

CnfTord  of  Camberiand,  'til  Winrnk  caUf, 
And  if  thou  dost  not  hide  thee  from  the  bear. 
Now,  when  the  angry  trumpet  aoanda  akuimi ; 
Cliflbrd,  I  say,  come  forth  and  fig;ht  with  me. 
Proufl  Northern  Lord        ■ 
Warwick  ii  hoane  with  eaUing  thee  to  amu^ 

^^  I  challenge  him,''  he  says,  ^^  to  produce  any  au«- 
thority  whatever,  ancient  or  modern,  for  that  opinion  of 
the  origin  of  the  Son  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of 
his  own  perfections."!  In  another  place,  he  speaks  of 
it  as  ^^  my  own  peculiar  notion."  He  expresses  ^^  great 
mortification,"  that  in  my  Letters  in  Reply  to  his  First 
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Letten,  ^'  he  found  net  one  gleam  more  of  light  on  this 
curioQfl  subject*  He  reminds  me  of  his  most  mag* 
nanimoQS  <'  Challenge  to  produce  any  authority  for  % 
except  what  may  exist  in  my  own  imaginatioD.^'t  He 
makes  no  doubt  but  that,  had  it  been  possible  for  me  to 
give  an  answer,  I  should  have  answered.]: 

As  for  the  question  about  the  opinion  itself,  how  fu 
it  may  be  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  how  far  the  al- 
lusion to  it  may  be  real  or  imaginary,  which  I  think  1 
perceive  in  some  scriptural  phrases,  no  challenge  of  Dr 
Priestley's,  no  call,  taunt,  defiance,  insult,  will  move 
me  from  my  vow  of  silence.  But  upon  the  question  of 
fact,  concerning  my  own  exclusive  property  in  whatever 
there  may  be  of  truth  or  falsehood  in  the  notion,  I  think 
myself  more  at  liberty,  and  feel  more  stomach  for  the 
contest :  I  cannot  indeed  resist  the  temptation  which  Dr 
Priestley's  challenge  ^^  to  produce  any  authority  what- 
ever,  ancient  or  modem,''  presents,  to  seize  the  occasion 
of  strengthening  the  proof  of  my  main  pointy  by  ex- 
hibiting in  its  true  light  an  instance,  which,  more  per- 
haps than  any  other  singly  taken,  evinces  Dr  Priest- 
ley's ignorance  of  the  religious  opinions  of  every  age, 
and  shows  how  much  the  oldest  things,  to  him,  are 
novelties. 

The  fathers,  it  must  be  confessed,  were  in  general 
very  properly  reserved  and  eliy,  whcu  they  were  di- 
rectly  pressed  with  questions,  about  the  manner  in 
which  the  existence  of  the  three  Divine  Persons  is  con- 
nected :  at  the  same  time,  the  analogy,  which  the  Pla- 
ionizing  fathers  in  particular,  suppose  between  the  rela- 
tion  of  the  Father  to  his  Word,  and  the  relation  of  every 

•  Second  Lecten,  p.  133,  f  IM-  i-  Ibid.  p.  134; 


man's  mind  to  its  own  thoughts^  so  necessarily  implies 
this  principle  concerning  the  Son's  origination^  that  with 
this  principle^  as  a  key^  what  they  say  upon  the  subject 
is  very  intelligible ;  and  without  this  key^  impenetrably 
obscure :  insomuch,  that  to  me  it  is  matter  of  astonish- 
ment, that  any  one  can  read  some  of  the  passages,  which 
Dr  Priestley  himself  hath  produced  from  Athenagoras^ 
Tatian,  TertuUian,  and  others,  and  not  perceive  that 
this  notion  was  common  to  all  those  writers,  and  is 
the  principle  upon  which,  all  they  have  said  upon  the 
iubject  rests.  But  if  the  sentiments  of  the  fathers  upont 
this  abstruse  point,  were  not  to  be  collected  with  certain- 
ty from  the  tenor  of  their  reasoning,  and  from  their  lan- 
guage, St  Basil  and  St  Cyril  are  sufficiently  explicit : 
St  Basil,  when  he  says  that  the  Son  of  Gk>d  is  called 
the  Aoyac,  <<  to  show  that  he  came  forth  from  intellects  :"* 
which  he  endeavours  to  illustrate  by  the  example,  so 
generally  in  use  among  the  writers  of  antiquity,  of  the 
human  mind  producing  an  image  of  itself  in  its-  own 
thoughts.  St  Cyril,  when  he  says,  that  *^  if  any  one 
would  investigate  the  manner  of  that  generation,  he 
ought  to  consider  the  fructifications  of  intellect,  and  to 
endeavour  rather  to  compare  with  them  [than  widi 
physical  propagations}  the  generation  of  the  Word ; 
and  not  to  say,  that  God  is  less  capable  of  generating 
than  body,  because  he  generates  not  in  a  corporeal 
way :  that  the  human  intellect  generates  good  thoughts^ 
must  necessarily  be  confessed :  if  it  be  impious  to  sup« 
pose  that  the  human  intellect  is  unfruitful,  haw  mueh 
more  absurd  to  think,  that  the  Supreme  Intellect  should 
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be  unpredwtive,  and  to  deprive  it  of  iU  proper  fruclifi. 

''««lioti."»  In  these  words,  St  Cyril  CTidentfy  pUcei 
(he  genotmtive  facolty  (if  the  rxpression  may  be  allow- 
«d)  of  the  Dirino  nature,  in  the  necessary  fecundity  e( 
iDtelligence.  In  another  part  of  tlm  same  discourse  be 
sayfl,  Ibat  it  it  to  be  conceived,  tliat  "the  Sun  is  in 
•nch  sort  begotten  of  the  Father,  aa  wisdom  of  intel. 
lecL"t     And  again,  in  anotliPr  place,  he  illustrates  tba 

I  istimatc  union  of  lite  Father  and  the  Son,  by  its  analogy 
to  tiKi  union  between  tlie  human  intellect,  and  its  ialemal 
operations.}: 

From  Uie  fathers,  if  we  pass  to  the  schoolmen,  w« 
shall  And  among  them  in  tbia,  as  in  most  aubjecta,  mor* 
philosophical  subtlety,  and  mncb  less  of  a  laudable  ra* 
■erve.  With  them,  the  question  was  expressly  agiOn 
ted,  whether  the  Divine  generation  was  affected  by  \u* 
tellect  or  by  will :  if  by  intellect,  there  arose  a  second 
qneation,  from  which  they  had  not  the  modesty  to  ab- 
stain ;  what  the  olijcct  of  the  intellect  might  be :  whetb- 
«r  the  Divine  essence  simply,  as  Scntui  nuuntaioed)  •* 
the  totality  of  the  Divine  natare,  in  the  essence,  the  pw- 
sons,  and  the  works  of  creation — wluch  was  Uie  notiw 
ofTbomasand  his  followers:  and  for  this unhouoded 
cariosity  of  speculation,  they  are  justly  censored  by  8i> 
raon  Episcopiua  ;||   whose  censure  is  a  tesUmony,  whidl 
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•Ht  at  n  iut(infg(H(  (nm,  *u  TWilaic  fucuw  ifqun  ■n)i&w  «  Myi  «*  ja— ■ 
wu  la  xi}ai  tafimlm  Kysmliifi  mu  th  datt,  mi  (ui  ac  *Bf  y"-  ^i-"  ff  yf  ■" 
tn  ajS^Mim  m  ita^m  v  tjnufymiufai  AiUijWiUwc  a^Kdnc— w  TUrvr  iun&  «nai 
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>.iym,  *Mi  tn  wftnnc  *ulm  ia(nf((Mc  artntw-  Cjiti  in  ThMauro.  lom.  f  ■  p.  U- 
edil.  AobcTtL 

t         —  NaiTui  i*  j»)*n»»3wj  ti*  un  U  in  a^Iptj  •(  «9«m  "  »*.    p-  IS. 

t  Ei  t  »9(arntK  nt  he.  p.  31 . 
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Dr  Priestley  perhaps  will  regard,  that  such  opinions 
were  maintained,  and  such  questions  agitated. 

After  the  council  of  Trent,  this  peculiar  notion  of 
mine,  this  singular  conceit,  for  which  no  authority  what- 
ever can  be  produced,  ancient  or  modern,  became  the 
public  k  doctrine  of  the  church  of  Rome,  being  expressly 
asserted  in  the  rule  of  publick  teaching,  set  forth  by  the 
aathority  of  that  council,  for  the  assistance  and  direction 
of  the  parochial  clergy,  under  the  title  of  Chatechiamua 
ad  Parochos.  The  first  part  of  that  work,  is  an  expo- 
sition of  the  apostles'  creed :  in  the  explanation  of  thtf 
first  article,  the  comment  upon  the  word  ^^paterjif^  is 
closed  with  an  exhortation  to  the  true  believer,  to  pray 
without  intermission,  <^  that  being  at  some  time  or  other 
admitted  into  the  eternal  tabernacles,  he  may  be  thought 
worthy  to  be  allowed  to  see  what  that  wonderful  fecun- 
dity  of  Ood  the  Father  is,  that  contemplating  and  exm 
erting  his  inteUigenee  upon  himself  j  he  should  beget  a 
Son  the  exact  counterpart  and  equal  of  liimself  *  In 
the  exposition  of  the  second  article,  upon  the  worda 
^^  FUium  ^us  unicum,^^  it  is  said,  ^^  That  of  all  aimili* 
tndes  that  are  usually  brought,  to  explain  the  manner 
and  way  of  the  eternal  generation,  that  seems  to  come 
the  nearest  to  the  thing,  which  is  taken  from  the  refiec- 
tion  of  our  own  mind ;  upon  which  account  St  John 
calls  the  Son  the  Word :  for,  as  our  mind,  exercbing 
its  intelligence  upon  itself,  forms  as  it  were  an  image  of 
itself,  which  divines  have  called  its  word ;  so  Ood,  so 
far  as  human  things  may  be  put  in  comparison  with  di* 


^  Oret  sine  interinissiODe — ut  aliqaando  iu  letcriui  tHbrrnacola  receptus  dijcnus 
lil  qui  Tidcat}  quse  tanta  sit  Uci  Patris  foeounditas,  tit  teipium  intufnn  atqite  intdii' 
f0ut  parem  et«qualem  libi  Fifium  gigtu^jt.    Aitic.  Prim.  stc.  xiv. 
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vine,  exercising  intelligence  upon  liimself,  generates  the 
eternal  Word.'^» 

This  however,  was  not  so  peculiarly  the  doctrine  of 
llie  Roman  church,  but  that  it  had  its  advocates  among 
the  most  eminent  of  the  Pi-olestant  divines.  Philip  Me. 
lancthon,  that  great  luminary  of  the  reformation,  wu 
its  constant  and  strenuous  assertor ;  and  he  repeatedly 
resorts  to  it  as  a  principle,  for  the  explanation  of  the 
phraseology  of  Scripture.  Philip  Melancthon,  a  man 
with  whom  it  were  more  honourable  to  err,  than  to  be 
in  the  right  with  Bocinus  or  Dr  Priestley,  thought  as  I 
think,  that  the  notion  was  founded  in  holy  vrrit :  he 
thought  it  indeed  so  clearly  implied  in  the  Scripture 
phrases,  that  he  was  less  scrupulous  than  I  would  be,  in 
asserting  it  as  a  part  of  the  Scripture  doctrine. 

In  his  Loci  Theologici,  he  says,  ^^  the  Son  therefore 

is  an  image  generated  by  the  Father's  Thnnght . 

The  eternal  Father,  contemplating  himself,  begets  a 
thought  of  himself  [or  a  conception  of  himself  in  his 
own  tliouglits]  which  is  an  image  of  himself  never  van- 
ishing away,  but  subsisting^  the  essence  being  commu- 
nicated to  the  image.  lie  is  called  the  Word, 
because  lie  is  generated  by  thought.  He  is  called  the 
Imas;c,  because  thought  is  an  image  of  the  thing  thought 

ll[)OIl."''f 


'  Kx  omnlbiii  aiit.'-m,  «ii!ip  a<l  indicandum  modum  ralioncmqiu'  3ctcm»  genc- 
falinuis  siiuilitudiiu-s  uMrriii.tur,  ilia  propitis  ad  rem  ridotur  arrcdrrc,  ({Usb  «h  aiiimi 
iiostii  coKilalioMC  siiruitur;  (luamohrcm  sanctus  J(»aniirji  Kiliuni  ijui  verbum  ap- 
pHlat.  It  eiiiiii  lucris  nostra,  se  ipsuni  quuilam  nxjiio  iiiteili^Mi!i  sut  efRnglt  irna- 
gineiu,  <[iiain  \erbuni  Tlicolu^  di\crnnt ;  ita  Dcu-*,  ([Uantiiin  tamen  di\inis  hi)« 
inaiia   coiit'erri    possuut,  aeipsum  intcHf^t^rif,   verbum  a:t' riium  ytwjcrat.     Artie. 

^fCUIuI.   Si'C.    XV. 

■\  Est  igilur  imago  coi^ilatione  Patris  gonita. Pater  iclornui  tese  intuem 

gijjiiit  cogiuiioiicm  aui,  qux  est  imago  ipsiui  non  cTnaesccns,  sed  subsistcni,  com- 


Let  me  by  the  way  entreat  the  learned  reader,  to 
compare  these  seoteaces  of  Melancthon  with  TertuU 
lianas  fifth  chapter  against  Praxeasi  and  judge  for  him- 
«elf|  whether  TertnlUan  and  Melancthon  had  not  the 
same  view  of  the  subject. 

Again,  in  the  form  of  examination  of  candidates  for 
holy  orders,  Melancthon  says,  <<  The  eternal  Son  is  the 
second  person  of  the  Divinity,  which  person  is  the  sub- 
stantial  and  entire  image  of  the  eternal  Father,  which 
the  Father,  contemplating  and  considering  himself,  ge- 
nerates from  eternity/'*  The  same  thing  is  repeated 
nearly  in  the  same  words,  in  his  definitions  of  appella- 
tions,! &ud  again,  in  his  second  exposition  of  the  Nicene 
creed4 

In  his  first  exposition  of  the  Nicene  creed,  he  says, 
^^  The  eternal  Father  is  a  divine  person,  eternal,  not 
sprung  of  any  other,  but  by  thotight  upon  himself  gene- 
rating from  eternity  the  coetemal  Son,  his  own  image. 

^The  Son  is  a  divine  person,  begotten  by  the  Fa« 

ther  thinking  upon  and  contemplating  himself  J^ 

In  the  second  exposition,  he  says,  ^<  To  be  bom, 
is  of  the  intelligent  power ;  because  the  Son  is  bom  by 
thought.''^ 


■■  ■■ 


munieaU  ipri  eaientiA.  Dieitar  Atrycc,  quia  cogitAtioDe  generator.    Dicitar 

imago,  quia  eogitatio  eat  imago  rci  cogitatse.    Op.  MeUoct  torn.  i.  p.  152. 

*  Filius  Bternoa  eat  aeconda  pcraona  di?initatisy  quB  eat  MbatantiaUa  et  iategrt 
imago  ectemi  Patria,  quam  Pater  9ete  intueru  et  connderatu  &b  letenio  gignit* 
Opera  Melanet  torn.  L  p.  307. 

f  Tom.  i.  p.  350.  t  Tom.  u.  p.  213,  and  p.  315. 

I  Pater  stemui  est  peraona  divina,  sterna,  non  nata  aliunde,  aed  cogitathne 
9id  gignena  ab  «temo  Filium  coxtemoro,  imaginem  mam.  '  Filioa  est  per- 
aona divina  genita  k  Patre  cogitantc  ae  iotuente  aeipaum.  Sjrmp.  Nieen.  Dc  Tri- 
tea  penonia. 

%  Xaiei  est  a  potentift  intelligente ;  qnia  Filiut  cogitatione  naacitur.    Tom.  ii. 
p.fSI. 
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In  his  annotations  upon  the  gospel  for  tbld  feaat  of 
the  nativity  he  says,  ^<  Basil  and  others  say,  that  the 
Son  is  called  the  Word,  because  he  is  the  image  of  the 
Father,  generated  by  the  Father  ihifiking  upon  Ami. 
self.  For  the  Father  contemplating  himself  genermfeei 
a  thought,  which  is  called  the  Word ;  which  thought  is 
the  image  of  tlie  Father ;  into  which  image  the  Father; 
if  we  may  so  speak,  transfuses  his  own  essence."* 

So  possessed  was  Melancthon  with  this  notion,  which 
Dr  Priestley,  learned  only  in  his  own  imaginations, 
conceives  to  have  been  first  hatched  in  my  brain,  ages 
since  the  good  Melancthon  fell  asleep,  that  upoa  every 
occasion,  when  he  mentions  the  generation  of  the  Bon, 
he  introduces  this  notion  of  the  manner  of  it :  and  Me- 
lancthon, the  learned  reader  will  observe,  never  drean- 
ed  that  in  this  he  was  setting  up  a  notion  of  his  own : 
he  thought,  as  I  do,  that  Uie  fathers  entertained  the 
same  view  of  the  subject ;  and  that  this  view  of  the 
subject,  was  countenanced  by  the  phraseology  of  holy 
writ. 

Zanchiufl,  indeed,  an  orthodox  writer  of  great  piety 
and  learning,  speaks  of  this  same  notion  in  terms,  as 
it  may  seem,  of  strong  disapprobation  :  ^^  Wliat  some, 
he  says,  as  the  sclioolmen  write,  that  God  the  Father* 
by  seeing  and  considering  himself,  begot  the  Word, 
and  that  the  emanation  of  tlie  Son  from  the  Father, 
is  after  tlie  manner  of  an  emanation  of  intellect,  and 
other  things  of  that  kind,  which  have  no  protof  from 
the  word  of  God,  we  must  reject  them  as  rash  and 


*  Ra<tiliii^  et  alii  dicont,  Filium  dlci  As^cv  quia  sit  imago  Putii%  grnita  k  Patre 
*r*r  roq'itante.  Pater  eniin  intiwns  se,  gignit  cogitatioiicro,  ijuk  rocatur  verbum  ; 
qua:  cogitaiio  est  imago  Patris,  in  quam  iiuaginem  Pater,  ut  ita  dicamus,  tranafun* 
dit  suani  csseutiam.    Tom.  iii.  p.  12. 


Taio ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  thing  be  poeitively  asserted 
to  be.^'*  Zancliios  therefore,  were  he  now  living  to  he 
s  witness  of  this  controversy  between  Dr  Priestlqr 
and  me,  would  have  taxed  me,  it  seems,  with  rashness 
and  presnmption,  had  he  found  me  propounding  this 
notion  of  the  Divine  generation,  as  <&e  way  in  which  Hib 
Aing  rnnut  certahdji  be  ;  but  he  would  have  little  ad-^ 
mired  my  adversary's  learning,  or  commended  his  mo-i 
desty,  when  he  upbraids  me  as  a  setter  forth  of  new 
doctrines  of  my  own  cinnage,  and  challenges  me  to  pro- 
dsce  any  authority  ancient  or  modern,  in  support  of  this 
Ofdaion :  Zanchius  well  knew^  though  the  thing  is  un« 
known  to  Dr  Priestley,  that  the  authority  of  the  sshodl.* 
men,  and  of  others,  is  on  the  side  of  the  opinion  :  and 
in  the  very  oensnre  which  he  passes  upon  the  doc- 
trine, he  acquits  all  of  his  own^  or  later  times^  of  the 
invention. 

But  in  truth,  this  learned  Calvinlst  seems  to  have 
thought  no  worse  of  this  opinion,  than  I  myself  think 
of  it, — that  it  is  not  a  thing  to  be  too  positively  asserted 
so  to  be.  In  itself,  he  seems  to  have  thought  it  not 
improbable :  for,  in  another  part  of  his  works,  he  men- 
tions it  as  a  notion,  furnishing  the  best  answer  to 
those  wlio  would  deny  the  Son's  eternity,  upon  the 
principles  so  frequently  alleged  by  the  Arians  and 
other  Antitrinitarians,  that  that  which  is  begotten,  must 
always  have  a  later  beginning  of  its  existence  than 
that  which  begets ;  and  that  all  generation  is  effected 


*  Cieteniin  qund  quidam,  at  sebolBstioi,  ssribant.  Beam  patrtm  ic  Tklendo  et 
ooMklenndo  (eiittinc  Atym,  et  qfuod  emaiuUiO  Fitii  a  Patre  est  teeundam  emanii* 
tkmcm  intelleetm,  et  tlia  id  genui^  quib  onUuin  habeot  ex  vnho  Uei  tustimoniuin, 
rejieienda  noUs  Mnt  tanquam  temeraria  et  vaoa;  nctnpe  u  ret  ita  setc  babcrq 
aatereretur.    Zanehhia  Oe  Tribos  Elohim.    LU).  ▼.  o.  8. 
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BO  ItM  than  of  the  ftrsl,  is  coolninwl  in  the  very  no." 
tioQ  of  ft  God,  when  that  notion  is  accurately  deveK 
oped.  Ilowe%'er,  his  words  were  otherwise  nnderstood 
by  many  of  his  followers :  his  authority  gave  credit 
and  curreQcy  to  an  error,  which  wag  supposed  to  be 
his  doctrhie,  atid  (he  notion  of  the  Son's  origiaatioa  . 
ia  tlie  necessary  ener^es  of  the  paternal  intellect,  il 
rejected  by  many  of  the  Calvinists,  more  peremptorily 
tiian  by  Zauchius. 

The  church  of  England,  with  her  usual  caution,  bath 
abstained  from  giving  her  sanction  to  any  particular 
opinion,  concerning  the  manner  of  the  Divine  genera- 
tion. Of  her  divines,  some  have  embraced  the  opinion 
which  I  have  acknowledged  for  my  own,  (particularly 
Dr  Leslie,  in  bis  Socinian  Controvenif  Discuasei,) 
■nd  a  great  majority  acknowledge  a  dependence  of  tba 
L  Clones  existence  on  the  Father,  strennously  asserting 
In  the  Ians;uagr  of  the  Nicene  creed,  that  the  Son  i§ 
'*GtMl  of  God."  But  gome  of  no  inconsiderable  name, 
kars  adoptad  what  was  thought  to  be  Calvin's  tlodriiMf 
IB  an  extent  to  which  I  tliink  with  Beoa^  Gidvin  liliMWir 
never  meaitt  tt  sbwild  be  carried. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  trust  it  appears  that  thit  ifagtt- 
lar  conceit  of  mine,  this  invention  for  which  I  an  cM- 
koged  to  produce  any  authority  ancient  or  inodeni,^'la 
a  principle  that  was  tacitly  assumed  by  many  of  1^ 
fothm ;  openly  maintained  by  some ;  disputed  AaaSt 
by  the  schoolmen;  approved  by  tbe church <tf -Bomt; 
KUBtaioed  by  the  greatest  of  tbe  Lutheran  divine* ; 
objected  to  by  the  Calvinists  as  a  point  ef  doctt4D(^ 
hut  received  by  some  of  the  most  learned  of  that  pw- 
maaion,  as  at  least  a  probable  larmiae.  Aboat  the 
truth  of  the  opinion,  I  have  declared  that  I  will  not 
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dispute ;  and  I  shall  keep  my  word :  but  Dr  Priestley's 
rash  defiance,  I  may  place  among  the  specimens  with 
which  his  history  and  his  letters  to  me  abound^  of  bis 
incompetency  in  this  subject,  and  of  the  effrontery  of 
that  incurable  ignorance^  which  is  is;norant  even  of  its 
own  want  of  knowledge. 


MMUnsiTKncv. 


SamSITION  FIFfH. 

Of  Origen's  tcant  of  veracUtj. 


ma.% 

i 


THE  defence  ofOrigeii'ti  veracity,  wliich  Dr  Vr'iesU 
ley  hath  attempted  to  Bft  up  in  the  accond  of  bis  Third 
Letters,  is  in  some  parts  su  weak,  and  in  others  so  dts- 
ingenuous,  that  it  would  deserve  no  serious  reply,  if 
tbc  reader  might  be  considered  as  a  judge  before  whoai 
Origcn  was  arraigned,  who  would  he  obliged  by  Inl 
office  to  canvass  the  arguments,  and  weigh  the  evidenM 
mmPO  both  sides  with  a  scrupulous  attfotion,  in  order  lot 
I  Solemn  condemnation  or  acquittal  of  the  accused  par^ : 
but  it  may  he  expected  of  a  controversial  writer,  to  save 
trouble  to  the  reader,  who  is  bound  to  do  such  official 
duty,  to  assist  bim  in  forming  a  final  judgment  upon 
the  evidence  produced  on  either  side,  and  to  expose 
tbe  futility  of  ailments,  and  Uie  fallacy  of  assertions, 
vhicb,  in  a  criminal  process  before  any  of  his  Ma. 
jesty's  judg^  of  assize,  might  safeJy  be  trusted  to  ex- 
pose themselves. 

Tbe  work  of  Celsus  against  Christianity  being  lost, 
neither  the  plan  nor  the  matter  of  it  is  otherwise  to  he 
known,  than  by  what  may  be  gathered  from  Origen's 
answer.  It  appears  from  Origen,  that  it  was  a  com- 
position of  much  art,  and  highly  laboured  ;  many  of 
Celsus's  objections  were  delivered  in  the  person  of  a 
Jew,  who  is  supposed  to  address  his  discourse,  first  to 
Jcsusj  and  afterwards  to  the  Hebrew  Christians :  in  the 
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disconrse  addressed  to  ihe  Hebrew  GhristuinB,  Celsiur 
makes  bis  Jew  opbraid  tbem  witb  a  desertion  of  tha 
Mosaick  law :  to  tbis  reproacb^  Ongen^  in  vindication 
of  tbe  Hebrew  bretbren,  ^ves  a  double  answer^  which 
1  have  shown  to  be  inconsistent  with  itself  in  tbe  two 
different  branches  :*  first  he  asserts,  that  the  Jews  be* 
lieving  in  Christ  had  not  renounced  their  Judaism :  upon 
occasion  of  this  assertion,  he  goes  into  a  discourse  of 
some  lengthy  about  St  Peter's  adherence  to  tbe  Mosaick 
laW|  and  the  information  wliich  was  conveyed  to  that 
apostle,  in  a  vision  concerning  the  extinction  of  its  au- 
thority :  from  this  discourse,  he  runs  into  a  second  upon 
a  saying  of  our  Lord's,  which  he  expounds  as  an  enig- 
matical  allusion  to  the  intended  abrogation  of  the  law : 
and  when,  in  this  digressive  way,  he  hath  written  <<  about 
it  and  about  it,'^  till  be  had  himself  forgotten,  or  might 
reasonably  trust  that  his  reader  would  have  forgotten, 
the  position  with  which  this  prolix  discourse  began,  he 
enters  upon  the  second  branch  of  his  defimoe  of  the  He« 
brew  brethren,  in  which  he  flatly  contradicts  his  first 
assertion,  insulting  over  Gelsus's  ignorance,  who  had 
not  made  his  Jew  distinguish  the  different  sects  of  the 
converted  Hebrews, — ^two  of  which  observed  the  law, 
and  one  of  which  had  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
abandoned  it  I  have  given  this  passage  at  length  in 
my  Remarks  on  Dr  Priesttey^s  Second  Letters'!  and 
shall  not  tire  my  reader's  patience  with  a  needless  re- 
petition of  it. 

Dr  Priestley,  to  vindicate  Origen  from  the  charge  of 
self-contradiction  in  tliis  instance,  hath  recourse  to  a 


*  Remarkt  oo  Dr  Prititlej't  Stcond  Uetten,  P.  n.  chap.  i.  sec.  6. 
I*  Did. 
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very  carious  piece  of  criticism.  He  bids  me  observe, 
that  Origen  contends  not  that  Gelsus's  Jew^  had  he 
said  what  Origen  sitys  he  should  have  said,  would 
have  said  what  was  truey  but  what  was  plausible  :*  the 
same  critical  sagacity  that  struck  out  this  distinctioii 
might  have  perceived,  that  the  want  of  plausibility  with 
which  Gelsus's  Jew  is  taxed,  consisted  in  the  confoaBd- 
iog  of  distinctions  which  actually  existed ;  and  that  the  ex^ 
isting  distinctions  which  Gelsus's  Jew  confounded,  weie 
the  distinctions  between  the  Hebrew  sects,  two  observ- 
ing the  law,  and  one  disusing  it :  for  this  is  the  lan- 
guage of  Origen's  reproacli-*^^  How  eonfusedlg  does 
Celsus's  Jew  speak,  when  he  might  have  said,  ^c.^ 
find  by  saying  so  have  avoided  the  imputation  of  om- 
fusioo. 

The  plausibility,  of  the  want  of  which  Origcn  cqb- 
plains  in  the  discourse  of  Gelsua's  Jew,  is  what  may  be 
called  poetical  plausibility :  It  is  that  general  air  cf 
truth,  which  a  writer  of  judgment  and  good  taste,  con- 
trives to  give  to  the  fable  of  a  drama,  by  an  attention  to 
the  peculiarities  of  times,  places,  manners,  aiul  charac- 
ters ;  a  neglect  of  wliich,  stamps  a  manifest  character  of 
clumsy  fiction  on  what  ought  to  seem  reality ;  as  would 
be  the  case  in  any  serious  play,  in  which  the  Maid  of 
Orleans  should  be  seated  on  the  Delphick  tripod,  or 
Hugh  Peters  introduced^  maiutaiuing  the  divine  rights 
of  kings  and  bishops  :  this  is  the  want  of  plausibility^ 
witli  whicli  Origcn  taxes  ('elsus ;  he  says,  that  Celsus, 
with  all  his  great  pretensions  to  learning  and  taste, 
knew  not  the  common  rules  of  art  about  maintaining 
character  in  the  fiction  of  persons :  To  iaoK^t^or  mk    oih 


•  Third  Letters  p.  10. 
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juafxTof  T0T#r  T«c  wfWQTowotat.    He  made  his  Jew  say 
ivbat  no  real  Jew  would  have  said^ — ^that  the  Hebrew 
Christians  in  general  had  deserted  the  law  of  their  an- 
cestors :  this  no  Jew  would  have  said,  because  it  was  a 
downright  falsehood,  which  every  Jew  must  have  known 
to  be  such.    Had  Origen  stopt  short  here,  he  would  not 
have  himself  betrayed  the  want  of  truth  in  his  first  as- 
sertion, that  the  whole  body  of  the  Hebrew  Christians 
retained  the  observation  of  the  law :  for  the  two  propo- 
sitions concerning  the  Hebrew  Christians,  that  they  had 
all  forsaken  their  law,  which  was  Celsns's  Jew's  asser- 
tion ;  and  that  none  of  them  had  forsaken  it,  which  was 
Origen^s ;  are  so  completely  op|K)site,  that  the  entire 
falsehood  of  the  one,  were  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
entire  truth  of  the  other :  but  Origen,  unfortunately  for 
his  own  credit,  goes  on  to  tell  his  reader  what  Celsus's 
Jew  might  have  said  with  more  plausibility,  i.  e.  with 
more  propriety  of  character — more  consistently  with  a 
Jew's  knowledge  of  the  truth — that  b,  more  truly :  so 
that  plausibility  and  truth,  in  this  use  of  the  word  plao- 
sibility,  are  the  very  same  thing.    Had  Celsus  made  his 
Jew  reproach  the  Hebrew  converts^  not  as  he  did,  with 
a  general  desertion  of  their  law,  but  with  great  disagree- 
ments among  themselves  about  the  extent  and  duration 
of  its  authority,  and  the  respect  due  to  it  under  the 
Christian  dispensation ;  he  would  have  made  his  Jew 
speak  more  in  character,  because  he  would  have  spokea 
miore  consistently,  with  what  every  Jew  must  have 
known  to  be  the  real  state  of  opinions,  among  the  Chris* 
tians  of  the  circumcision.    Had  Celsus's  Jew  talked 
like  a  Jew  upon  this  subject,  he  would  not  have  said^ 
that  all  the  Hebrew  brethren  were  deserters  of  their 
Istw  $  but  he  might,  it  seems,  with  great  propriety  have 
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Mid,  lUat  some  of  Ibem  liad  furukcu  it.  Tbifl  tiad 
bren  very  cuusijKteiit  with  Ihat  accurate  ioftirmatioa, 
wbicb  a  Jew  iiii|;ht  be.  expected  to  possess ;  conswiueot- 
\j,  it  appears  that  UrigeD  abould  not  have  said  tbat 
Utey  all  adbered  to  it ;  and  bis  own  reprc^senlatioa  of 
tbe  fact,  when  be  comes  to  slate  it  accurately,  betrajs 
the  faUebood  of  tbat  first  as^ertioo. 

Tbat  tbe  distinctions  wbicb  Origen  oaya  Celsus'e 
Jew  migbt  have  put  between  tbe  Hebrew  Cbii«Uaiu. 
were  differeoces  really  subsisting  io  tbat  body  at  tbe 
lime.  18  strongly  implied  In  the  form  of  the  expresttoB, 
Svri^irK  inruf ;  the  force  of  whicb  is  very  impcrfocily 
rendered  in  my  translation  of  tbe  passage,  by  tbo  wordc 
"  when  he  might  have  said"— it  had  been  better  rendir- 
ed,  "  wbeu  he  bad  it  to  say  :"  the  Greek  words  lvr»/iiNc 
ftwtm,  like  tbe  English  "  be  had  it  to  tiay,"  are  applicable 
only  to  subatautial  facta,  which  might  safely  be  avem4 
without  danger  of  refutation. 

Dr  Friertley  indeed  seemm  williog  to  ctmcaia,  ttii 
Origen,  in  this  aecond  branch  of  hii  nply  to  Ct^sait 
Jew's  rq>n>acfa,  "  may  allude  to  a  few**  of  tbe  fiMnew 
ObriitUns,  "  who  had  abandoned  their  madMt  eat* 
tomi  ;***  M  that  the  qaeation  at  but  cooea  to  thia ;  how 
■any  of  the  Hebrew  ChriitiaDs  had  abandoned  thaae 
coitoou  ?  fw  that  tcHoe  had  abandoned  the■^  ia  ai  lait 
eonfeiaed:  Tfaese  some  were,  by  Otieea'a  acoon^ 
uoo^  to  be  reckoned  a  sect :  but  Dr  Prieatlej  hath 
tikes  care,  to  aettle  the  proportion  to  tbe  advantage  wt 
hia  own  aipiMent.  "  There  might  be,"  he  say%  **  a 
ftw  Jewifh  Ghrisdans  who  had  deaerted  their  fionnar 
cnatoma,  wbkh  would  have  given  Gelia*  a  fUwaitU 
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pretence  for  making  such  a  diviaion  of  tbem,  as  to  make 
these  ooe  of  the  classes^  yet  the  great  body  of  them  had 
not."^  But  there  19  nothing  in  Origen'a  expressiona 
which  should  imply^  that  either  of  the  two  sects  of  the 
Hebrew  Christians  which  retained  the  law,  was  a  great- 
er body  than  the  sect  which  had  abandoned  it :  Some 
and  Some  and  Some,  is  the  word  by  which  the  mention 
of  each  class  is  introduced ;  in  what  proportion  the  first 
*<  Some'*  might  fall  short  of,  or  exceed  the  second  or  the 
third,  it  exceeds  my  skill  in  compatation  to  investigatie : 
Dr  Priestley  perhaps  solved  the  problem,  in  that  early 
period  of  his  life,  when  he  was  addicted  to  mathema- 
tical  pursnits.f 

fiat  1  have  maintained,  that  Origent  in  the  sentence 
which  follows  this  division  of  the  Hebrews  profesaiiig 
Christianity  into  three  classes,  gives  as  to  understand^ 
that  of  these  three  sorts,  they  only  who  had  laid  aside 
the  observation  of  the  Mosaick  law,  were  in  his  time 
considered  as  true  Christians :  for  he  mentions  it,  as  a 
farther  proof  of  Cekus's  ignorance,  that  in  his  account 
of  the  heresies  of  the  Christian  church,  he  had  omitted 
the  iBToelites  believing  in  Jmus^  and  not  laying  ande  the 
law  of  their  ancestors :  1  refer  the  reader  to  an  exact 
translation  of  Origen's  words,  in  my  Remarks  upon  Dr 
Priestley's  Second  Letters.} 

Upon  this,  Dr  Priestley  says  to  me  in  the  first  of  his 
third  Letters,  <<  From  this  construction  of  the  passage, 
a  person  might  be  led  to  think,  that  Origen  represented 
Celsus  as  having  undertaken  to  give  an  account  of  the 
heresies  in  the  Christian  church,  and  as  having  in  that 
account  omitted  the  Israelites  believing  in  Christ,  and 
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not  laying  aside  the  rites  of  their  ancestors ;  and  upon 
no  other  gronnd  can  your  insinuation  stand.^^*  On  no 
other  gronnd  I  declare,  does  my  insinuation  stand :  but 
I  am  confident,  that  with  the  exception  of  Dr  Priestley 
and  his  associates  and  admirers,  every  person  who  will 
take  the  trouble  to  consider  the  passage  as  it  stands  in 
Origen's  discourse,  will  perceive  that  mine  is  the  plain 
and  natural  construction  of  it :  every  unprejudiced  per- 
son who  can  construct  the  passage  for  himself,  will  per- 
ceive, that  Origen  hath  indeed  thus  represented  Gelsus, 
as  pretending  to  give  an  account  of  the  heresies  among 
Christians,  and  id  that  account,  inserting  some  who  had 
not  a  right  to  be  inserted,  and  omitting  others  who  had : 
of  Gelsus's  work,  as  hath  been  before  remarked,  we 
know  nut  the  contents,  but  so  far  as  they  may  be  giUh- 
ed  from  Origen's  reply  :  it  should  seem  from  this  pas- 
sage in  Origen,  that  Oelsus,  m  some  part  of  his  work, 
had  found  it  (o  his  purpose  to  enumerate  the  principal 
sects,  of  which  he  would  have  it  believed  the  geueral 
body  of  the  Christians  was  composed  :  it  is  not  difficult 
to  conceive,  how  it  might  be  to  his  purpose  to  enumerate 
sects,  and  make  as  many  of  them  as  he  could  ;  he  might 
intend  by  this,  to  throw  discredit  on  Christians  in  ge- 
neral, as  disagreeing  among  themselves,  and  broken 
into  parties  about  the  particulars  of  the  revelations, 
which  they  professed  in  common  to  believe. — Origen 
says,  that  in  the  execution  of  this  design,  he  numbered 
among  the  heresies  of  the  church,  impious  sects,  which 
were  not  to  be  deemed  in  any  degree  Christian,  and  pas- 
sed unnoticed,  or  knew  not  of  the  real  heresy  of  the  Ju- 
daizing  Hebrews  :  this  is,  in  itself,  a  very  just  and  perti- 
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nent  objection  to  Celsas'^  ennmeratioii ;  but  then  it  is  a 
confession^  tiiat  the  Jadaizing  Hebrews  were  an  heretic 
cal  sect,  and  of  consequence,  that  Origen  asserted  what 
was  false,  when  he  said  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  in 
general,  that  they  Judaized ;  for  that  the  great  body  of 
the  Hebrew  Christians  was  deemed  heretical,  is  what 
I  believe  no  adventurer,  in  ecclesiastical  history  hath 
ever  yet  afBrmed. 

Another  instance  which  I  produced  *  of  Origen's  dis- 
position to  prevaricate,  is  his  answer  to  Celsus's  Jew's 
objection  to  the  famous  prophecy,  of  the  miraculous 
conception  contained  in  Isaiah  vii.  14.  Celsus's  Jew 
maintains,  that  the  Hebrew  word  in  that  text  which  the 
Christians,  with  the  old  Gtreek  translators^  understand 
to  signify  a  virgin,  properly  renders,  not  the  condition 
of  virginity,  but  the  season  of  youth ;  not  a  virgin,  but  a 
young  woman :  Origen,  to  prove  on  the  contrary  that 
this  word  properly  renders  a  woman  in  the  state  of  vir« 
^nity,  cites  a  text  in  Deuteronomy,  where  he  would 
have  it  believed,  that  the  word  in  question  is  clearly 
used  in  that  sense :  but,  according  to  our  modem  copies 
of  the  Hebrew  text,  the  words  which  correspond  to  the 
Greek  'Truf^m^  in  the  two  passages  in  Isaiah  and  Deu- 
teronomy, are  two  different  words ;  and  there  is  much 
reason  to  believe,  as  I  have  shown  in  my  Remarks  on 
Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters,!  that  the  same  two  dif- 
ferent  words  occurred  in  the  two  passages  in  the  copies 
of  Origen's  time,  and  that  Origen  himself  waii  apprised 
of  the  difference :  the  text  in  Deuteronomy  therefore,  as 
it  stands  in  the  modern  Hebrew  text,  and  as  it  probably 
stood  in  the  more  ancient  copies,  affords  no  illustration 
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of  Isdah'fl  words;  and  Origcn's  cxprearions  pre  tb« 
greatest  cao»e  lo  Biwpcct,  that  lie  wcU  knew  the  in- 
firmity of  hi»  owu  ai^DMjnt ;  and  by  conscqucuce,  that 
in  tUc  use  of  lacb  aa  aigameot,  be  was  guiUy  of  pre- 
varii«tiou. 

Dr  Priealley  says  to  tat,  iu  the  first  of  his  Third 
LcUcn,  "The  quutioa  bctucun  Ori{;rn  and  the  Jewi^ 
was  Dot  w  bat  was  the  word  m  the  Hebrew,  but  wbal 
waa  the  meatiiDg  of  it  in  a  iiarticular  place.''*  It  ii 
tree :  the  main  quc«Uoa  between  Origca  and  CeUQ»'« 
Jew,  was  about  the  ntcaiiiug  of  a  woni  in  a  text ;  bat 
then,  the  questiou  was  uot  indefinite  about  one  or  auodi- 
er  of  diflcreut  wordn  in  difTerent  places  :  U  was  about  a 
particuUr  word  ia  a  particular  place— about  the  mean* 
iag  of  tbe  word  ra'T  io  Isaiah  vii.  14.  This  was  indeel 
Ote  queslioa  bolween  Origpu  and  CcUus's  Jew  ;  bit 
[  die  qnestioa  between  Dr  Priestley  and  me  is,  by  whit 
sort  of  argument  Origen  attempted  to  gustain  bis  owa 
opiyion,  apoD  the  natter  in  dabate  between  him  and  As 
Jew  7  Whether,  hj  mch  an  (^naent  aa  mif;ht  htm 
been  employed  by  an  honeat  diapotant,  who  bad  ft^ 
jbned  general  trath  to  nctoty  in  a  pazticolar  qaestioB* 
OrigMif  to  jufltii^  the  aeose  in  whicb  be  nnderatood  40 
word)  resortfl  to  a  critical  at^ment :  be  appeals  to  a 
paaaagB  in  Deuteronomy,  in  which  be  would  have  it 
beUeved,  that  the  word  waa  indisputably  used,  ia  ibft 
same  sense  in  which  he  understood  it  to  be  used,  in  the 
text  in  ^[uestion  b  Isaiah  :  now  it  is  erident,  that  this 
critical  argument,  rests  entirely  upon  the  identity  of  tbe 
word  in  the  two  different  texts ;  and  Origen^s  good  futh 
in  tbe  use  of  that  argument,  rests  on  his  knowledge  or 
belief  of  tbe  identity :  1  remark,  that  Origen  takes  not 
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upon  him  to  afBrm  positively  this  identity  of  the  word, 
upon  which  his  whole  ailment  depends,  but  speaks  of 
it  as  from  hearsay  only : — I  remark,  that  from  the  pre- 
sent state  of  the  Hebrew  text,  there  is  great  reason  to 
think  that  this  hearsay  was  a  false  report ;  for,  in  the 
text  in  Deuteronomy,  we  find  not  rtthf  but  n^a :  nor  did 
Dr  Kennicott  And  rxchs  in  the  text  cited  by  Origen  from 
Deuteronomy,  in  any  one  of  the  innumerable  copies 
which  he  collated.  Now  I  say,  that  the  confessed 
sense  of  the  word  nSrna  in  Deuteronomy,  can  never  settle 
the  disputed  sense  of  the  word  Txch$  in  Isaiah :  and  I 
•ay,  that  the  doubtful  manner  in  which  Origen  speaks 
of  the  identity  of  the  two  words  in  Isaiah  and  Deutero- 
nomy, creates  a  vehement  suspicion,  that  the  words 
were  different  in  the  copies  of  his  time,  as  they  are  in 
those  of  the  present  day ;  and  that  Origen  well  knew, 
that  his  argument  was  founded  on  a  misrepresentatioa 
of  the  text  in  Deuteronomy.* 

Dr  Priestley  adds,  ^^  admitting  that  the  dispute  was 
about  the  true  reading  in  the  original,  what  great  mat- 
ter was  there  in  Origen's  saying  the  Jews  said  so,  when 
he  knew  that  what  they  said  was  true  P^f  Here  again, 
we  have  a  beautiful  specimen,  of  our  Greek  professor's 
readiness  in  the  Greek  language :  The  Jews  said  so  f 
Origen  says  nothing  of  what  the  Jews  said :  there  is 
no  mention  of  Jews,  more  than  of  Gherokees,  except 
of  Gelsus's  fictitious  Jew,  in  this  part  of  Origen's  dis. 
course.  The  nominative  of  the  verb  fwn  is  not  the 
Jews,  but  the  indefinite  plural  understood;  which  is 
-usually  expressed  in  the  English  language  by  the  pro. 
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noun  theg  used  icdefiaitclf,  anil  ia  (lie  Krcncfa  by  on  ; 
but  in  llie  Greuk  aoil  Uic  Lntin  language^,  is  Mways 
UDitenitood,  never  is  expressed  ;  u't  fast,  nt  aiant.  *'  Ab 
Uiey  say,"  i.  e.  "  As  ts  generally  said."  Origen  af- 
ftrms  no,  that  what  was  generally  said  was  true  :  that 
lie  should  shelter  hitnself  under  the  authorily  of  a  Tagae 
report,  in  a  point  so  essential  to  Iiim  argument,  in  which 
1m  was  so  compateut  to  Judge  tiuw  the  case  really 
stood  ;  is  a  strong  presumption  that  he  knew,  not  tliit 
this  report  was  true,  but  that  it  was  the  reverse  of  truth : 
that  it  was  the  reverse  yf  tnith,  is  in  the  highest  degree 
probable,  from  the  present  state  of  the  Hebrew  text :  that 
Origen  knew  it  to  be  the  reverse  is  highly  probable,  frooi 
the  suspicious  manner  in  which  he  appeals  to  it :  andji 
apon  the  ground  of  this  stroiij;  presumptive  evideuce,  d^ 
impeachment  of  bis  veracity  in  ttiis  instance  stands. 
w  ,  Dr  Priestley,  in  relaUng  my  remark  upon  Ori{;;Mi'lf' 
[  critical  argument,  hath  taken  care  to  omit  that  very  mu^ 
teria)  part  of  it,  that  in  onr  modern  copies  of  the  Hebrew 
Bible,  the  word  which,  by  the  conwat  of  all  inter[»e- 
ters,  denotes  a  vli^ti  in  the  text  cited  from  Denteronony, 
is  a  difl^nt  word  from  that  which  the  LXX  with  great 
propriety  render  a  virgin  in  Isaiah :  this  art,  which  Dr 
Priestley  is  so  apt  to  employ,  nf  reducing  an  ailment 
which  he  would  refute,  by  well-managed  abridgments^ 
to  a  form  in  which  it  may  be  capable  of  refutation,  indi- 
cates BO  near  a  resemblance  between  the  characters  of 
Origea  and  hii  Bjfperaspistes  in  the  worst  part  of  Ori- 
gen'a,  that  perhaps  I  might  not  be  altogether  onjastlr 
ftable,  were  I  to  apply  to  the  Squire  the  words  which 
Mosheim  so  freely  uses  of  the  Knight,  Ego  hdic  testi, 
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V 

0f  8t  Jerome^a  ortiiodox  Hebrew  Chrietiang^ 

IN  the  fourth  of  his  Thvd  Letters,  Dr  Priestley  pro* 
lesses  to  coDsider  the  evidence  from  Jerome^  in  favour 
of  the  existence  of  a  chunk  (forthoiox  Jewish  ChriB^ 
Hans  at  Jerusalem,  after  the  time  of  Mrian.*  The 
learned  reader  will  be  pleased  to  recollect,  that  my 
proof  of  the  existence  of  such  a  church  rests  in  part 
only,  upon  St  Jerome's  evidence :  the  entire  proof  restft 
upon  seven  positions,  laid  down  by  me  in  my  Remarks 
upon  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters,  P.  11.  chap,  ii; 
and  St  Jerome's  evidence  goes  barely  to  the  proof  of 
the  last  of  those  positions,  the  seventh :  namely,  <<  that 
a  body  of  orthodox  Christians  of  the  Hebrews,  was  ac^ 
tually  existing  in  the  world  much  later  than  in  the  time 
of  Adrian  :"t  St  Jerome's  evidence  is  brought  for  the 
proof  of  this  position  singly ;  and  this  proved  by  St 
Jerome's  evidence,  in  conjunction  with  six  other  prin- 
ciples previously  laid  down,  in  the  proof  of  which  St 
Jerome  is  not  at  all  concerned,  makes  the  whole  evi- 
dence  of  the  main  fact  which  I  afBrm ;  that  a  church  of 
orthodox  Christians  of  the  Hebrews  existed  at  ^lia^ 
from  the  final  dispersion  of  the  Jews  by  Adrian,  to  a 
much  later  period,  j: 


*  See  the  title  of  the  foartii  Letter.    Third  Letten,  p.  85. 
t  Remarlu  on  Dr  Priettlej't  Steoiid  Letters,  P.  Re.  ii.  lec.  T, 
^  Ibid.  c.  ii: 
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Hr  Priestley  tells  mc,  that  "  ticfore  I  caa  show  that 
the  pusage  ia  Jerome,  on  n  hicb  I  lay  m  great  a  streM, 
is  at  all  to  my  purpose,  1  must  prove  tlio  three  following 
thiDgB  :  first,  that  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  were 
different  from  the  Nazareucs ;  secondly,  that  the  for- 
mer were  completely  orthodox  ;  and  thirdly,  that  those 
orthodox  Jewish  Chriitiaiu  resided  at  Jerusalem."* 

Certainly,  it  must  ho  aa  argument  of  little  sigaificaoce, 
that  cannot  he  applied  (o  the  matter  in  quesUoo,  till  the 
~  thing  to  be  proved  by  it  hath  he«Ji  previously  proved 
from  other  principles  :  Dr  Priestley  hath  confessed,  tliat 
he  somcliwos  condescends  to  amuse  himself  with  the 
fabrication  of  such  arguments  ;t  but  I  would  uot  wil- 
lingly be  delected  in  the  use  of  them  :  I  contend,  thai 
the  passage  in  St  Jerome's  commentary  on  Isaiah,  to 
which  1  refer  in  my  Remarks  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second 
lietters,  (Part  II.  cliap.  ii.  sec.  8.)  which  Dr  Priestlfly 
hath  given  at  length,  in  the  fourth  of  his  ThinI  Letters ;} 
I  contend,  that  this  passage  hself  ccHitaias  a  clear  proo^ 
ttuit  the  perROQS  there  mentioDed  under  the  descriplioii 
at "  Hebrawa  believing  in  Christ,*^  and  ander  the  name 
oi  *'  Nazarenes,"  were  different  persona :  I  oaiteDd, 
tiiat  thia  same  passage  affords  a  strong  presumptive  ar. 
gument,  that  the  former  were  completely  orthodox.  The 
•zistence  of  these  Hebrew  believers  in  the  time  of  8t 
Jerome,  being  thus  proved  by  St  Jerome's  evidence ;  the 
probability  of  the  fact  that  they  resided  at  £lia,  and  that 
nch  a  body  had  been  settled  at  ^lia  fiwm  the  time  of 
Adrian  downwards,  rests  upon  my  six  former  poaitions. 

Bt  Jerome  relates,  as  I  have  observed,  (Remazlu^ 

"  Third  Letttn,  p.  St. 
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Part  11.  chap.  ii.  sec.  6.)  two  dilEsreiit  exposition*  of 
the  prophecy  delivered  by  Ludah  io  the  beginning  of 
the  nioth  chapter^  concerniog  Zabalon  and  Naphtali : 
the  first  of  these  expositions  he  ascribes  to  ^'  the  He^ 
brews  believing  in  Christ/^  the  other  to  ^^  the  Naza. 
lenes^  whose  opinion  he  had  given  abweP  Dr  Priest^ 
ley  thinks,  that  by  these  Nazarenes  St  Jerome  ^<  did 
not  intend  any  othei^,  than  the  Hebrews  believing  id 
Christ,  but  only  meant  to  vary  his  mode  of  expreri- 
slon  i'^*  This  might  seem  probable,  if  the  diflforence  of 
name  were  the  only  note  of  difference  between  the  peo- 
ple ;  and  if  the  Nazarenes  had  not  been  mentioned  bek 
fore  by  their  proper  name,  and  a  particular  opinioil 
mentioned,  as  peculiar  to  the  person  so  named ;  but  to 
suppose,  that  under  all  these  circumstances,  St  Jerome 
hath  described  the  same  people  under  different  names^ 
mierely  for  the  sake  of  varying  liis  mode  of  expression^ 
is  to  suppose,  that  he  hath  varied  his  expression  when 
it  ought  least  of  all  to  have  been  Varied,  and  when  a 
variation  could  serve  no  purpose  but  to  create  confusion : 
an  imputation  to  vrhich  St  Jerome  is  too  good  a  writer 
to  be  liable.  The  Nazarenes  are  twice  mentioned  by 
St  Jerome  under  their  proper  name^  in  his  commentary 
on  the  next  preceding  chapter  of  Isaiah's  prophecies : 
the  eighth.  Upon  the  passage — in  lapidem  autem  of- 
fensioms  et  petram  scandali  davJtms  dmnibus  Israel. — 
St  Jerome  remarks,  that  '*  the  Nazarenes  who  so  re- 
ceive Christ,  that  they  discard  not  the  rites  of  the  an- 
cient law,  interpret  these  two  houses  of  the  two  schools 
of  Sammai  and  Hillel,  from  which  sprang  the  Scribeg 
and  Pharisees^ — and  that  these  are  the  two  houses  that 
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was  only  ^^  a  farther  illustratiioB"*  of  this  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians^  is  as  if  any  one  should  say^  that  Dr  Priest* 
ley's  exposition  of  the  beginning  of  St  John's  gospel^  is 
only  an  illustration  of  mine. 

Here  then^  two  different  expositions  of  one  and  the 
same  prophetick  text^  are  ascribed  to  expositors  descri* 
bed  under  two  different  names  :  the  necessary  inference 
is^  that  these  expositors^  differing  in  their  names  and  in 
their  sentiments^  were  different  persons ;  or^  to  speak 
more  accurately^  since  they  are  names  of  bodies  by 
which  they  are  severally  described^  two  different  sects : 
This  is  St  Jerome's  evidence,  that  the  Hebrews  be- 
lieving in  Christ,  were  different  people  from  the  Na- 
zarenes. 

Dr  Priestley  thinks  it  a  presumptive  argument,  that 
these  Hebrew  Christians  were  the  same  with  the  Naza- 
renes,  and  indeed  with  the  Ebionites ;  that  St  Jerome 
introduces  their  interpretation  of  the  prophecy,  <^  after 
giving  a  translation  of  the  passage  by  Aquila  and  Sym- 
machus,  both  Ebionites/'f  Due  regard  being  paid  to 
this  circumstance,  Dr  Priestley  thinks  this  passage  of 
St  Jerome,  '^  furnishes  an  argument  that,  in  the  idea  of 
Jerome,'^  these  Hebrews  <<  were  the  very  same  people'^ 
with  the  Nazarenes ;  <^  if  it  does  not  also  prove,  that 
their  opinions  were  the  same  with  those  of  Aquila  and 
Symmachus,  or  of  the  Ebionites/'^ 

The  fact  however  is,  that  these  Hebrew  Christians^ 
as  it  should  seem  from  their  exposition  of  the  prophecy, 
in  this  passage  at  least,  followed  not  the  translation 
either  of  Aquila  or  Symmachus^  so  far  as  we  know  what 
their  translations  of  this  passage  were,  from  the  in- 
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fermation  wbicb  St  Jerome  hatli  ^ven :  the  Ut 
Christiana  took  the  word  '^•■i  to  be  Uio  proper  Da 
the  region  of  Galilee ;  wfaere&s  both  Aquila  and  S^'lii* 
inachus,  as  Si  Jerome  IcIU  us,  took  it  for  an  appellative;' 
and  tbis  circuDi^ttatice,  tbcir  iliBerent  ialerpretattoas  of, 
tbat  single  word,  wiUi  Syntmaclius's  inlerpretation  di 
utotbor  single  word  in  the  first  verse,  is  all  that  St  Jsi. 
lonie  batb  *<  ^reii"  us,  of  tbe  translationa  of  this  pa9SagR> 
by  Aquila  and  t^ytnmachus ;  though  Dr  Priestley  h&^ 
thought  proper  to  speak  as  if  St  Jerome,  in  }m  cotnmeiiw 
tary.  had  given  their  entire  translations  of  the  prophecy* 
and  would  lead  bis  readers  to  believe,  that  the  expuaJh 
tioQ  of  the  Hebrew  Christiaos^  was  founded  on  thow 
iratislationa. 

The  pmhable  argnment^  that  tbe  Hebrew  Christliaij 
were  orthodox,  is  this  :  that  the  character  given  of  tb^i 
by  an  orthodox  writer  is  simply  this,  '*  that  tbey  helievei 
in  Christ,"  without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belia 
ftxtm  the  common  belief  of  tbe  church,  without  any  oote 
of  its  error  or  imperfection.  Tliis  argumeut  acquired 
great  weight  from  the  well  known  temper  of  St  Jeromir 
and  hiM  times.* 

Hr  ^iestley  thinks  it  «  remarkable,  that  having  bft* 
tan  nnintauiMMi,  that  those  whom  Jerome  called  Cfiris-^ 
tfuis  i«  Us  epiitla  to  Austin,  wen  orthodox,  I  shouM 
now  allow,  that  by  the  same  term  be  here  means  here- 
ticks ;  imdUhat  tbe  phrase  bdiemng  in  Chrut,  should 
now  be  a  chardcter  of  complete  or&odoxy,  when  in  ttiat 
^stle  it  is  predicated  of  the  Imetical  Bbionifes  1**^  I 
never  maintuned,  thai  the  Nazarenes  menUuied  by  8t 
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Jerome  ia  his  epistle  to  St  Austin^  were  orthodox  Chris, 
iians — ^I  maintained  the  contrary  :^  I  only  maintain^ 
that,  upon  the  particnlar  article  of  our  Lord's  divinity^ 
ihey  were  certainly  orthodox ;  and  so  far  aa  we  know^ 
in  most  other  articles  of  their  creed :  but^  by  their  bigot- 
ted  attachment  to  the  law,  they  were  hereticks.  1  have 
given  my  reasons  f  why  I  think  the  Nazarenes  mention* 
ed  here,  a  diflferent  set  of  people  from  the  Nazarenes 
mentbned  in  the  epistle  to  St  Austin ;  and  still  less^  if 
At  all,  heretical :  of  the  Ebionites,  the  belief  in  Ghrist  ig 
not  predicated  in  that  epistle  simply,  as  here  of  the  He- 
brews, without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief  ftom 
the  common  belief  of  the  church— without  any  note  of 
its  error  or  imperfection : — St  Jerome,  when  he  speaks 
of  the  belief  of  the  Ebionites,  marks  and  reprobates 
their  misbelief  in  the  distinctest  and  sieverest  terms.  At 
this  day,  the  word  fteltever,  in  its  common  acceptation^ 
signifies  a  sound  Christian :  but,  with  certain  additions 
io  qualify  and  restrain  its  meaning,  I,  uncharitable  and 
intolerant  as  I  am,  might  i^ply  it  even  to  Dr  Priestley : 
but  it  would  hardly  be  understood,  that  by  such  an  appli. 
cation  of  it,  I  could  mean  to  allow  that  Dr  Priestley  is  a 
believer  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word — it  would  certainly 
be  in  very  different  senses,  that  I  should  apply  this  same 
word  to  Dr  Priestley,  and  to  the  Dean  of  Canterbuiy, 
Professor  Wliite,  or  Mr  Parkhnrst. 

If  there  be  any  thing  in  Dr  Priestley's  Letters  which 
I  receive  with  particular  complacency,  it  is  the  kind  con* 
cem  which  he  sometimes  discovers,  lest,  in  my  heedless 
zeal  to  oppose  his  opinions,  I  should  suflbr  my  own  foot 
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The  disturbed  foandations  of  the  chnrch  of  iBlia^  are 
again  settled  :  I  could  wish  to  tmst  them  to  their  own 
solidity,  to  withstand  any  future  attacks.  I  could  wish 
to  take  my  final  leave  of  this  unpleasing  task,  of  hunt- 
ing an  uninformed,  uncandid  adversary,  through,  the 
mazes  of  his  blunders  and  the  subterfuges  of  his  sophis- 
try. But  I  have  found,  by  the  experience  of  this  con* 
flict,  that  a  person  once  engaging  in  controversy,  is  not 
entirely  at  liberty  to  choose  for  himself  to  what  length 
he  will  carry  the  dispute,  and  when  he  will  desist :  I 
perceive  that  I  was  guilty  of  an  indiscretion,  in  disco^ 
▼eriog  an  early  aversion  to  the  continuance  of  the  con- 
test: my  adversary  perhaps,  would  have  been  less  hardy 
in  assertion,  and  more  circumspect  in  argument,  had  I 
not  given  him  reason  to  expect,  that  every  assertion 
would  pass  uncontradicted,  and  every  argument  uncan- 
vassed  :  unambitious  therefore  as  I  still  remain,  of  the 
honour  of  the  last  word,  be  it  however  understood,  that 
if  Dr  Priestley  should  think  proper  to  make  any  further 
defence,  or  any  new  attack,  I  am  not  pledged  either  to 
reply  or  to  be  silent 
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BISHOP  H0RSLE7  has  declared,  that  in  pub^ 
lisbing  the  preceding  Tracts,  his  object  was  not  to  bring 
forward  any  new  argument  in  support  of  the  divinity  of 
our  Blessed  Lord,  or  of  the  Gatholick  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity;  but  to  destroy  the  credit  of  an  author  by  whom 
these  doctrines  had  been  attacked,  by  showings  that  bm 
an  ecclesiastical  historian  and  Greek  scholar,  he  had  no 
claim  to  such  deference  as  had  been  generally  paid  to 
him,  in  the  character  of  a  chemical  philosopher.  That 
the  Bishop  has  incidentally  added  strength  to  the  argu* 
ments,  by  which  others  had  defended  the  Gatholick 
doctrine,  against  the  insults  of  infidelity  and  the  sophis- 
try of  Unitarianijsm ;  has  been  gratefully  acknowledged 
indeed,  by  every  lover  of  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus ;  but 
his  main  object  was  to  show,  that  a  man  may  have  made 
valuable  discoveries  in  physical  science,  witliout  being 
entitled  to  implicit  belief,  when  professing  to- have  made 
discoveries  likewise  in  Christian  theology. 

To  a  superficial  thinker  this  may  appear  an  object^ 
tinworthy  of  the  talents  and  erudition  which  the  Bishop  is 
universally  allowed  to  have  possessed ;  but  he  who  re- 
fleets,  how  large  a  proportion  of  mankind  are  implicit 
MiQVcnrs^  whether  in  the  truth  or  in  error^  will  view  it 
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ment :  Philosophers  themselves  are  all  more  or  less, 
partial  to  their  own  pursuits  and  their  own  theories ;  and 
the  chemist  who  is  desirous  to  know,  what  was  the  faith 
of  the  earliest  Christians,  and  who  has  not  leisure  to 
read  the  voluminous  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  church, 
having  found  that  Dr  Priestley's  reports  of  his  own  ex- 
periments on  air  are  entitled  to  the  fullest  credit,  evea 
when  his  inferences  from  those  experiments  have  been 
untenable  and  absurd,  not  unnaturally  concludes,  that 
the  same  confidence  may  be  placed  in  his  reports  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  early  church. 

Such  being  the  case,  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  io 
file  diffusion  of  truth,  that  the  authority  of  celebrated 
names  be  duly  appreciated ;  and  Bishop  Horsley  could 
Bot  have  employed  his  time  or  his  talents  to  better  pur- 
pose, than  in  bringing  doWn  the  name  of  Dr  Priestley  to 
its  proper  level.  Since  the  first  publication  of  the  Tracts, 
which  are  now  ofRsred  a  tUrd  time  to  the  church  of  Ghris^ 
BO  man  until  very  lately  has  presumed  to  boast,  of  the 
weight  of  Dr  PrieMley^s  name  in  theological  controver* 
ay ;  and  thus  has  one  bias  been  removed  from  the  youth- 
ful mind,  when  entering  on  the  investigation  of  Gatho- 
lick  truth. 

Of  all  this,  Mr  Belsham  appears  to  be  fully  aware ; 
and  therefore,  in  the  appendix  to  the  twelfth  section  of 
bis  late  work  entiled,  •!  Calm  Inquiry  into  the  Scrips 
ture  Doctrine  concerning  the  Person  of  Christ f  he  sets 
himself  in  good  earnest  to  destroy  the  authority  of  Bi- 
shop Horsley's  name,  as  his  Lordship  had  destroyed 
the  authority  of  Dr  Priestley's.  He  probably  thinks, 
that  as  one  of  those  names  sinks  the  other  will  rise,  and 
that,  when  the  equipoise  between  the  two  shall  be  re- 
stored, the  weight  qfkis  awn  nonee  thrown  into  the  scale 


ience  em  yaur  Bide.  I  shall  take  what  yoa  may  tbinh 
a  bold  step ;  1  shall  tax  the  veracity  of  your  witness— 
of  this  Origen/' 

This  is  part  of  a  quotation  from  the  seventh  of  Dr 
Horsley's  Letters  to  Dr  Priestley ;  but  the  clause  which 
is  here  printed  in  the  Italick  character,  Mr  Belsham  has 
prudently  omitted :  the  quotation  proceeds  to  the  end  of 
the  fifth  section  of  that  letter ;  to  the  whole  of  which  the 
reader  is  requested  to  pay  particular  attention :  if  he 
comply  with  this  request,  he  will  find,  that  in  the  four 
first  sections,  Dr  Horsley  has  not  only  endeavoured  to 
show  that  Origen's  words  might  be  differently  interpret- 
ed, but  actuoMy  proced  that  they  will  not  admit  of  the 
sense,  in  which  Dr  Priestley  has  chosen  to  interpret 
them :  convinced  however  of  the  goodness  of  his  own 
cause,  and  knowing  how  little  Origen  is  to  be  relied  on 
when  writing  controversy,  Dr  Horsley  made  a  conces* 
sion  to  which  he  could  not  have  been  driven,  and  which 
he  probably  would  not  have  made,  could  he  have  fore- 
seen the  unfair  advantage  of  it  that  was  to  be  taken  by 
his  adversaries.    To  deprive  Mr  Belsham  of  that  ad* 
vantage,  in  which  he  vain-gloriously  affects  to  triumph, 
it  is  proper  to  inform  the  reader,  that  in  the  quotation 
which  he  has  made  from  the  Bishop's  letter,  there  is 
another  prudent  amission  of  no  fewer  than  three  sen-- 
tencesj  which  all  affect  the  question  at  issue,  of  Origen's 
veracity. 

The  object  of  the  Bishop  was,  to  tax  the  veracity  of 
Origen  in  what  he  says  only  of  the  faith  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians  of  his  own  time  ;  but  the  object  of  Mr  Bel* 
sham  seems  to  be,  to  charge  the  Bbhop  with  taxing  the 
veracity  of  Origen  on  every  question :  he  is  probably 
aware,  that  Origen  being  strongly  attached  to  the  phi- 
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»9  and  mixed  up  a  litUe  of  Ids  own,  kas  aftatad 
with  great  parade  and  as  an  incontrovertibte  fiict^  a  nw- 
rative  moat  improbable  in  itself  and  utterly  destitnta  oC 
fbundatioa  in  ecclesiastical  antiquity/'* 

I  bare  been  told  by  a  learned  friend  of  mine,  much 
conversant  in  works  on  the  laws  (^  reasonings  that  Mi 
Belsham  published  some  years  ago  a  Campeniium  cf 
liogiekj  remarkable  for  such  definitions  as  the  world 
had  never  before  seen.  It  must  be  by  the  aid  of  muk 
definitions^  that  one  would  artificiaUf  conclude  from  the 
manner  in  whkh  Bisliop  Horsley  appeals  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Mosheim,  that  he  had  finit  by  his  own  re- 
searches discovered  a  church  of  Jewish  Ohristians  at 
JBlia^  and  was  afterwards  confirmed  in  his  judgment  by 
inding  that  Mosbeim  had  made  the  same  discovery  be- 
fore him ;  fbr  by  the  laws  of  such  lorick  as  is  known  in 
the  8clMMiiss  a  concluwm  directly  contrary  to  this  auist 
naluraUii  be  made  firom  the  Bishop's  w<»ds.  He  says 
expressly^  ^  that  it  was  from  Mosbeim  ikat  he  finl 
kamei  to  rate  the  testimony  of  Origen  in  this  partiieii^ 
lar  question  at  its  true  value  f'  and  though  he  was  a 
greater  master  tlian  most  men,  both  of  the  Aristotelian 
and  of  the  Baconian  logick,  I  am  persuaded  that  he 
could  not  have  conceived  it  possible,  to  draw  from  his 
own  words  such  a  conclusion  as  Mr  Belsham  has  drawn 
from  them. 

With  respect  to  what  the  same  original  logician  here 
calls  the  truih,  I  can  only  say,  that  it  was  not  Bishop 
Horsley's  practice  to  put  impHeit  confidence  in  any  nn-* 
inspired  testimony  ;  but  I  cannot  affirm  as  an  unquee- 
tiondble  truths  that  on  this  occasion  he  did  not  deviate 


*  BeUiaB,  p.  4SS. 

61 


APFBNDIX. 

from  his  usual  practice.  What  that  practice  was,  nd 
man  not  possessing  the  faculty  of  discerning  the  secrats 
.of  his  neighbour's  heart,  could  have  better  oppcMrtunitiei 
of  knowing  than  I  enjoyed ;  and  although  I  may  not 
have  derived  from  them  all  the  advantages  which  I 
might  and  ought  to  have  done,  yet  I  was  sufficiently  at- 
tentive  to  the  Bishop's  mode  of  investigating  the  truth, 
to  be  able  to  say,  that  it  was  exactly  what  to  ordinaiy 
readero  his  words  declare  it  to  have  been  on  this  parti- 
cular  occasion.  When  he  found  any«thing  of  importance 
asserted  by  a  modern  writer  on  ancient  authority,  far 
from  i^acing  implicit  confidence  in  the  modem  testis 
numiff  he  did  not  rely  even  on  modern  criticUm  ;  joat 
had  he  ever  recourse  to  an  English  or  Vrench  transla- 
tion of  a  Greek  or  Latin  author  of  antiquity,  as  is  ths 
common  practice  of  the  most  arrogpmt  polemicks  of  the 
Unitarian  school :  It  was  Bishop  Horsley's  practice,  to 
consultthe  authorities  referred  to,  with  his  own  eyes ;  and 
to  draw  from  them,  whatever  conclusion  his  own  reason 
and  critical  sagacity  enabled  him  to  draw ;  though,  not 
deeming  himself  infallible,  he  was  happy,  as  every  man 
not  lost  to  all  sense  of  modesty  would  be,  to  have  bis 
own  judgment  supported  by  the  concurrence  of  a  scho- 
lar so  eminent  as  Moslieim. 

But,  says  Mr  Belsham,  "  the  learned  dignitary,  pla- 
cing implicit  confidence  in  Mosheim,  borrowed  all  the 
circumstances  related  by  that  celebrated  historian,  and 
mixed  tip  (with  them)  a  little  of  his  own.^^  At  the  dis- 
tance of  two  pages  indeed,  tlie  same  Mr  Belsham,  after 
representing  a  very  common  book  as  not  easily  to  be  met 
with  in  England,  affirms,  that  the  Bishop  had  in  fact 
advanced  nothing  but  what  he  had  borrowed  from  Mo- 
sheim  :  both  these  assertions  cannot  be  true  :  whether 
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.either  of  them  be  entitled  to  the  fiillesi  credit^  the  reader 
will  jodge  for  himself,  when  he  has  read  with  attention 
the  first  and  second  chapters  of  the  second  part,  of  the 
Bishop's  Remarks  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters  ta 
the  Archdeacon  of  St  Albaa'ii,  and  compared  them  with, 
the  following  extract  from  Mosheim's  work. 

'<  Quom  HADRiANua  Hierosolymam  ex  cineribiis  9uj» 
paullatim  renascentem  denno  fnnditas  evertisset,  seve- 
rasque  in  Judaicam  gentem  leges  tnlisset,  maxima  Ohris- 
tianomm  in  Pal»stina  degentiom  pars  a  lege  Mosis, 
cni  antea  paraerat,  desdsebat,  atqoe  antistitem  sibi 
Marcum  creabat,  non  Judsnm,  sed  alienigenam,  qna 
nihil  sibi  com  Jndsis  commune  esse  doceret  QjQod 
lactnm  indigne  ferentes  illi,  qni  Mosaics  legis  immode^ 
nto  studio  dncebantnr,  secedebant  a  fratribus,  atque  in 
ilia  Palnstinfi  parte  qus  Persar  dieebatur^  vicinisque 
locis  pecuVarem  coBtum  -condebant,  in  quo  csremoniia 
a  MoSE  pnBScriptis  vetos  sua  dignitas  incolumis  mane-« 
bat  Familia  hiec,  exigua  sine  dubio,  claritatem  nun* 
quam  adepta  est,  quumque  per  aliquot  sscula  in  Pa- 
IsBstina  vixisset,  post  CoNSTANTnnjM  M.  paullatim  esse 

desiit.'' 

To  this  passage,  which  is  part  of  the  text  of  his  work 
entitled  De  Bebus  Vhristianarum  ante  ConstanHnum 
Magnum  Cammentariif  Mosheim  subjoins  the  following 
important  note. 

•  <<  Eximius  est  hac  de  re  Svlpitii  Beyeri  Iogus  Histor 
sacr.  Lib.  IL  cap.  xxxL  p.  ZiO.  Et  quia  Christtani 
(in  PalsBstina  viventes)  ex  Judaris  paHssimum  putaban^ 
tur  {namque  turn  Hieroedynue  Tumniei  ex  circumcisume 
habebat  eccieeia  sarcerdotem)  fnilitum  cckortem  cwtoiias 
in  perpetuum  agitare  jusait^  qwB  Judokm  onmes  Hiero- 
8(]fignM  aditw  areeret.    i^ud  quiiem  ChristiantB  fidei 


Mosaics  senrietMinty  a  Romanii  pro  Judds  habebantar : 
nee  temere  prorsus.  Hadrianus  i^tar  quom  JudsBis 
aditom  ad  loca,  qaie  Hieorosolyma  qnondam  occapa- 
vernXj  occlQsissety  Chrtstianis  pariternoD  licebatad  illad 
spatium  aixedere.  Atqui  Ghristiani  hi  fiftcultatem  sibi 
dari  cam  maxime  cuptebant  Hierosolymam  proficiacendi^ 
qaam  Tellenty  ea  ei^  nt  potirentor^  csremonias  legit 
Mosaics  dimittebant,  atqae,  ne  Bomani  dnbitareDt,  se* 
none  hoc  fecisBent^  an  simuIatSy  gubernatioBem  ccBtoi 
aui  non  Jndno^  sed  alieogens,  committebant  Post  hoc 
apertum  cam  lege  Jadsorom  divortiom^  patiebantnr  eos 
Bmnani  regionem  illam  ingredi^  a  cajos  adita  milite« 
JudttM  aicere  jossi  erwat  Bmc  omnia  ex  Sulpitio^ 
TiMe  licet  negligenter  scribat^  mediocri  attentione  adfai- 
bka  alkinBtor.'' 

Moshrim  tben  ioquiret  into  what  "was  probably  Ae 
BMtiTe,  which  indooed  the  greater  part  of  the  Jewish 
Ohristians  to  chcmh  -so  strong  a  desire  to  retam  to  Je- 
nnalem^  as^  for  ttie  attaamient  of  that  object^  to  abandon 
the  laws  and  rites  «f  their  fathers :  after  stating  several 
possible  motives^  and  rejecting  them  aU  as  in  the  highest 
degree  improbable^  he  aaysi 

^*  JUia  etgo  sine  dnbio  his  Christiaius  ratio  faity  car 
iMttltatem  Hierosolyman  adeandi  majorem  patriis  sais 
oeremoniis  et  institntis  esse^  putan^nt,  atqoe  illam  legis 
Mosaics  contentione  redimere  son  dabitarent  Neqne 
magoo,  nt  optnoTi  labore  opns  erat  ad  earn  investigan- 
dam.  Constaraxerat  Hadbiahus  non  longe  ab  illo  kioo^ 
qao  steterat  HierosolymB,  novam  nrbem,  cui  JSlim 
Capkolinm  nomen  Aoderat^  qoamqae  nmgnb  jaribas 
donaverat.  Haic  nofm  oohmis  adscribi  valde  copie* 
bant  Ghristiani^  qoi  partim  Pells,  exiguo  oppidq,  pw 
tim  in  agris,  parom  commode  et  liberaliter  vivebant.  Ex- 
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'^  Nod  addit  Sulpitius  cujus  locum  illuatramus^  noa 
•mnes  ChrUtianos  in  Judea  viventes  iDsignem  banc 
mutationem  probassey  verum  partem  eorum  legis  Mosa- 
icsB  dcadium  retiauisse,  atqae  a  societate  eorum^  qui  legi 
nuDtium  mberant,  receasisse.  Sed  nee  opus  erat,  ut 
hoc  adderet^  quum  in  valgus  notum  esset.  Extitisse  in 
Falsstina  ccBtum  Cbristianorum  legis  cultum  cum  Gbris« 
tiaua  religione  coujuiigentium^  alium  item  ccetum  Mosai- 
CIS  csBrimoniis  nihil  loci  et  bonoris  tribuentem,  testatis- 
simmum  est.  Divisio  bsc  Cbristianorum  ex  Judaeis 
ortorum  non  contigit  ante  tempora  Hadriani  ;  scimus 
enim,  ante  bunc  omnes  Cbristianos  in  Paiestina  commo- 
rantes  in  servandis  majonim  cseremoniis  Concordes  fuisse. 
Quocirca  sine  dubio  discidinm  boc  tum  extitit,  quum, 
duce  Marco,  snb  Had  ri and  plerique  eorum  jugum  ri- 
tanm  abjicerent,  quo  securius  vivere,  atque  inter  cives 
noviB  urbis,  ^li»  Capitolinn,  recipi  possent." 

Tbe  reader  wbo  attentively  compares  tbis  long  ex- 
tract, witb  tbose  parts  of  tbe  preceding  Tracts  to  wbich 
I  bave  already  referred^  as  relating  to  tbe  same  sub« 
ject;   will  perceive  witb  wbat  jtistice   Mr   Belsbam 
cbarges  Bisbep  Horsley,  witb  the  intention  of  passing 
off  Mosbeim's  discoveries  for  bis  own,  presuming  upon 
security  from  detection  by  tbe  scarcity  of  Mosbeim's 
book ;  be  will  likewise  perceive  tbe  modesty  of  Mr  Bel- 
sbam, wben  be  affirms^  tbat  tbe  Bisbop  was  <^  notbiog 
more  tban  tbe  bumble,  and  we  may  cbaritably  bope, 
tbe  ignorant  plagiary  of  tbe  falsehood  and  defamation 
of  another/'*    Bisbop  Horsley  ignorant,  and  Mr  Bel- 
sbam learned ! 
The  Bisbop  must  bave  been  ignorant  indeed,  if  he 

*  BelfhaiBy  p.  437. 


tos,  nisi  desiderium  accessisset  ad  ea  M\m  habitan- 
di,  civiumqae  ejus  commoditatibus  et  jaribas  fruen- 
dj/^  &c.  * 

Bishop  Horsley^  though  he  professedly  goes  over  the 
eame  ground^  with  the  justly  celebrated  Chancellor  of 
the  university  of  Gkittingen^  does  not  with  him^  attribute 
the  merit  of  weaning  the  affections  of  the  Hebrew  Chris- 
tians from  the  ritual  law  of  Moses^  to  this  Bishop  Marc^ 
but  to  the  writings  of  St  Paul,  and  the  decree  of  the 
apostolical  college,  which,  as  he  justly  observes,  must 
bave  put  every  believer's  conscience  at  ease  on  the  sub- 
ject. He  admits  however,  that  the  desire  of  enjoying 
the  benefits  of  the  ^lian  colony  would  have  its  effect : 
^<  I  take  it  for  granted  (says  he)  that  with  good  Chris* 
tians,  motives  of  worldly  interest,  which  would  not 
overcome  conscience,  would  nevertheless  overcome  mere 
habit  ;"t  <^^  ^^is  he  might  surely  take  for  granted  ia 
the  present  case,  since  the  most  important  parts  of  the 
titual  law,  to  which  the  Christians  at  Fella  were  habiU 
uaUy  attached^  the  severity  and  vigilance  of  Adrian,  had 
rendered  it  impossible  for  them  to  observe :  sacrificee 
could  be  offered  only  on  the  site  of  the  Temple,  of 
which  Titus  had  ploughed  up  the  very  foundations ;  but 
the  site  of  the  temple  was,  by  Adrian's  command,  sur« 
rounded  by  a  cohort  of  soldiers ;  stationed  there,  foa 
the  very  purpose  of  driving  away  every  person  who 
should  approach  it,  with  the  view  of  offering  sacrifice. 

In  confirmation  of  the  inferences  drawn  from  the  nar* 
rative  of  Sulpitius  Severus,  Bishop  Uornley  appeals  to 
the  same  passage  in  the  writings  of  Epiphanius,  to 


•  Moth.  De  Reb  CbriB.  Ant  Con.  Mug.  Com.  §  XXXVIII.  p.  327. 
t  Sec  Bcnarki  npoa  Dr  Priestley's  Second  UeUcrii  VtJi.  U.  chap.  ii. 


Irhicb  Modlitiiui  had  appealed  befure  fiim  ;  l>ut  lie  does  | 
what  Mmheim  did  uol  do:  He  analyses  tliat  pattsagc;  | 
vindkateii  it  against  the  cavils  of  Ur  Priestley' ;  shows  i 
tlie  full  Torre  ufihc  flvidence  uhicli  Kpiphaniiis,  in  con. 
jnnctioa  with  SalpitiuB,  affords,  fur  the  existence   of  a 
church  of  Ueltrow  Chri§tia&s  at  ^Klia ;  and  the  testimo> 
□y  uf  tticsc  two  ancieot  author*  be  coafinns,  by  the  tes-   i 
limooy  uf  UrnsiuH  ar.d  uf  JciDmc^  tu  uvilbcr  of  whom 
Moslffiim  had  made  any  appeal :  lie  was  oof,  therefore,   [ 
a  mere  humble  and  ignorant  plagiary  of  the  Germaa 
historiaa ;  but  surely  bis  inferences  from  the  united  tes- 
timony of  three  or  four  ancient  authors,  caunot  be  eati'    i 
tied  to  less  regard,  for  lh*rir  Iwing  nearly  tbe  same,   | 
which  other  men  of  such  learning   as  MoabBim  and    ' 
Cave,  bad  drawn  before  him. 

The  perversion  of  the  sense  uf  the  Bishop's  votds  In 
tome  parU  of  his  disquisiUons  on  this  subject,  by  Mr  1 
BeUham,  who  represents  him,  as  taking  evbkt  thing 
VOB  GBANTBD,  becaiue  he  occaaioDally  makes  nse  d 
ibat  pbnse,  where  there  is  do  room  for  difference  of 
opioion ;  is  scaDdalous,  becanse  it  must  have  been  wil- 
fiil.  It  can  deceive  no  man  however,  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  have  recourse  to  the  Bishop's  Tracts,  in  oidv 
to  discover  what  he  really  took  for  granted  ;  thoagb  the 
homble  Unitarians,  who  place  implicit  confidence  in  Mr 
Belsham,  may  take  it  for  granted,  on  his  report,  that 
the  editor  of  the  works  of  Xewton,  knew  nothing  of  tin 
lawKrfreasooiog  or  of  demonstraUon. 

But,  according  to  Mr  Belsham,  the  reasonings  and 
nilicjsms  of  Bishop  Horsley  can  derive  little  soppwt, 
ftom  their  coiacidence  with  those  of  Mosheim  :  **  this 
BiigratioD  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  from  Pella  to  ^lia, 
4b  slated,  says  be,  by  Mo«beim  in  bis  Ante-Cooataatine 
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History ;  bnt  upon  jnare  mature  reflection  and  better 
infirmationj  it  had  been  omitted  in  the  General  Eccle- 
siastical  History,  which  alone  Dr  Priestley  had  con- 
sulted.^ 

This  is  an  assertion,  at  least  as  precipitate  as  any 
that  Dr  Priestley  himself  ever  hazarded.  As  I  have 
not,  in  this  remote  comer,  access  to  the  first  edition 
of  what  Mr  Belsham  calls  the  Genemd  Bcctesiastieai 
IKstoryy  I  cannot  say  with  confidence  in  what  year  it 
was  first  published ;  but  1  know  from  the  testimony  of 
Mosheim  himself  now  lying  before  me,  that  the  work 
entitled  De  Rebus  Christianorum  ante  Conetantinum 
Magnum  Commentariij  which  su^ested  to  Bishop 
Hcirsley  what  he  has  said  of  the  church  at  ^lia,  was 
first  published  in  the  end  of  the  year  1793  ;  the  preface 
and  the  dedication  being  both  dated  at  Gk)ttingen,  on  the 
6th  day  of  September  in  that  year. 

I  know  from  the  same  testimony,  that  Mosheim  em« 
ployed  two  years  on  his  General  Ecclesiastical  Hista* 
ry  ;t  ^^  Hr  Maclaine,  the  learned  translator  of  that 
history,  informs  us  X  that  the  author  died  at  Gottiugen 
in  the  year  1759 ;  the  General  history  therefore,  must 
have  been  begun  the  instant  that  the  other  work  was 
published ;  so  that  there  could  not  have  been  time  for 
much  mature  reflection^  or  the  acquisition  of  better  in- 
formation between  the  publication  of  the  one  work  and 
the  commencement  of  the  other ;  even  on  the  supposi- 
tion, that  the  General  History  was  first  published  after 
the  other, — a  fact  of  which  I  am  very  far  from  being 
C&rtain. 

It  was  indeed  published  many  years  after  the  Lnsti* 


<. 
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were  founded  in  chronological  difflcnlties ;  but  they  are 
revived  by  Mr  Belsham^  and  brought  into  view  in  the 
following  triumphant  manner. 

*'  The  FACT  is,  and  the  Archdeacon  does  not  deny  it, 
that  the  desolation  of  Jerusalem  of  which  Epiphanius 
speaks,  was  that  by  Titus,  A.  D.  /O,  more  than  sixty 

YEARS  BRFORB  THE  COLONY  OF  MUA  EXISTED.      ^  Butthis^ 

says  the  learned  dignitary,  is  a  matter  of  no  importance :  it 
is  sufficient  for  my  purpose,  that  these  returned  Christians 
were  residing  at  Jerusalem  or,  more  properly,  at  ^lia,  at 
the  same  time  that  Aquila  resided  there  as  overseer  of  the 
Emperor's  works/  So  then,  we  are  now  to  believe  that 
these  Hebrew  Christians,  who  returned  in  great  numbers 
toiElia  ttfter  Adrian's  settlement  of  the  iGlian  colony,  who 
abandoned  the  rites  of  Moses,  and  placed  themselves  un- 
der a  Greek  bishop  (a  Homan  bishop),  and  worshipped 
in  «n  unknown  tongue,*  that  they  might  be  qualified  to 
partake  of  the  valuable  privileges  ei  the  ^lian  colotoy^ 
were  the  very  Bamefersims  "who  had  quitted  Jerusalem  to 
avoid  the  calamities  of  the  siege  by  Titus,  sixty  years 
before !  Now  if  we  allow,  that  at  the  time  of  their  re- 


*  Why  in  An  unknown  tongne  ?  Has  Bf  r  BeUham  forgotten  that  Greek,  Latin, 
•ad  the  dialcet  of  Hebrew  wfaieh  was  then  Teroacuhir,  Were  all  spoken  by  every 
man  of  learning,  whether  Jew  or  Roman,  who  had  been  for  any  time  resklent  in 
Judea  f  During  the  trial  (if  trial  it  may  be  called)  of  our  Saviour  before  Pilate, 
tre  never  hear  of  the  governor  making  use  of  an  interpreter ;  and  may  not  Mare, 
the  bishop,  have  been  as  much  master  of  Hebrew  as  Pilate  the  governor  ?  Nay, 
may  not  the  Hebrew  Christians,  from  their  fongresidenoe  among  the  Gentiles  at 
Pelb^  have  aequirad  sueh  a  knowledge  of  the  Greek  tongue,  as  enabled  them  to 
read  the  whole  New  Testament  in  that  language,  in  whieh  by  far  the  greater  part 
of  it  was  written,  as  well  as  to  bear  their  part  in  the  same  language  in  the  publick 
devotions  of  the  ehureh  M  am  unwilling  to  eharge  a  man,  probably  much  oMer  diaa 
myself,  with  ignorance ;  but  what  Mr  Belsham  says  of  abandoning  tkefirmt  ofpub^ 
lick  vorihip,  to  whieh  the  Hebrew  Christians  had  been  accustomed,  would  lead  on6 
to  imagine  that  he  is  not  aware,  that  in  the  primitive  diureh  every  diooete  had  its 
own  litorgy,  ti«e  mere ybnnt  of  whieh  were  liable  to  be  altered  by  every  Bishop  in 
s  «ceesBOD»a«eordiiig  to  his  owd  taste  ind  Judgment 
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treat,  tliey  were  upon  an  average  Iwenly  years  of  age, 
tfaf.y  must  have  been  fourscore  at  the  time  o(  their  return: 
o^d  it  is  really  quite  edifying,  to  figure  to  one's  svlf 
these  illastrious  Octogenaries,  'our  Italy  brelhren  the 
gaints  of  the  primitice  church  (^  Jerusalefti,'  upon  Uic 
first  intelligence  of  the  good  news,  hasting  away  rrom 
Pella  and  the  North  of  Galilee,  where  they  had  beea 
|)as.4ing  threescore  yeara  in  obscurity  and  tranqulllitjt| 
and  in  hcroick  defiance  of  the  most  invetemte  atu 
nents,  and  of  the  habits  and  prejudices  of  fourscore,  a 
douing  at  once  the  rites  of  tbeii-  forefathers,  and  (be 
forms,  and  even  the  language,  of  the  devotions  to  wlucft 
tliey  had  been  ever  accustomed,  in  order  to  obtain — 
what  ? — the  valuable  |irlvileges  and  immunities  uf  the 
ifilian  colony !  And  how  gratifying  muat  it  be  to  every 
pinna  mind  to  learn,  upon  the  high  authority  of  Eip^luL-  j 
niu8,  that  after  alltlie  fatigues  and  hazards  of  their  joar»  I 
ncy,  they  were  still  in  a  flourishing  state,  teaching  and  ^ 
working  miracles  with  great  effect,  at  the  time  \t-beD 
Aqnila,  who  was  converted  by  them,  was  saperinteDd- 
ent  of  Adrian's  works  !"* 

Whether  Mr  Belsham  was  restrained,  by  any  pm- 
dential  motive,  from  making  these  observations  on  tfae 
leasoning  of  Bishop  Horsley,  during  that  prelate's  Kte, 
is  probably  known  to  Mr  BeUham  himself;  hot  I  will 
venture  to  assure  him,  that  the  Bishop,  were  he  now 
alive  and  possessed  of  all  his  yoathfal  ardoor,  would 
not  deign  to  take  the  smallest  notice  of  them :  even  I, 
however  inferior  to  him,  will  not  condescend  to  make  a 
serums  reply  to  such  a  tissue  of  petulance  and  absurdi- 
ty :  X  think  it  but  fair  however  to  observe,  that  Mr  Bel- 


sham  has  not  employed  this  mode  of  reasonings  so  suc- 
cessfully as  he  might  have  employed  it,  in  confirmation 
of  bis  favourite  doctrine  of  Unitarianism ;  and  to  con* 
vince  him  that  I  have  a  greater  regard  for  the  truth,  than 
•ven  for  the  memory  of  my  ever- honoured  father,  I  will 
here  supply  what  he  has  so  strangely  omitted. 

In  the  year  1688,  the  English  Unitarians  expressed 
a  strong  desire  to  convert  the  Mahometans  to  their  creed 
of  Christianity ;  and  with  that  view  presented  an  ad- 
dress on  the  subject,  to  the  Ambassador  of  the  Emperor 
of  Morocco,  who  refused  to  receive  it.^  About  the  same 
period,  the  English  Unitarians  distributed  gratis  among 
the  people,  an  immense  number  of  pamphlets,  printed 
on  a  poblick  stock,  of  which  one  object  was  to  prove, 
that  the  Scriptures  of  the  New  Testament  had  been  in- 
terpolated by  the  Trinitarians,  to  support  their  own  doc- 
trines.t  When  they  were  performing  these  notable  ex- 
ploits, the  English  Unitarians  cannot  on  an  average  have 
been  less  than  twenty  years  of  age ;  and  yet  we  find  the 
very  same  persons^  the  English  Unitarians,  a  full  cen- 
tury afterwards  doing  the  very  same  things, — publishing 
Unitarian  pamphlets  by  subscription,!  expressing  the 
same  earnest  desire  for  the  conversion  of  Mahomet,  ||  and 
accusing  the  Catholicks  of  having  wilfully  interpolated 
the  Greek  Scriptures.^  True  indeed  it  is,  that  they 
had  so  completely  forgotten  their  address  to  ^<  His  Ulus- 
trious  Excellency  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  Ambassador  of 


*  See  Bishop  Horaley't  aiiteeDlh  leUerto  Dr  Priestley. 

t  See  Pref.  to  Leslie's  Sos  Cont  Diseusscd. 

t  See  Dr  Priestley's  Memoirs  of  himself. 

I  See  Dr  Priestley's  History  of  tlie  Corruptions  of  ClirisliAnity,  and  the  first 
series  of  his  Letters  to  Dr  Horslcy. 

§  See  the  writings  of  the  Unjurians  in  general,  and  of  Mr  Beliham  in  partietilir, 
ifaec  the  commencemeBt  of  the  ninetcentli  ccntorr. 
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Uio  Miglily  Emperor  of  Fez  aud  Moroccot  to  Chftriei 
4be  Second  Kins  of  Oreitt  Britain/'  ItiAt  in  the  year 
:^8(,  tliey  denied  tiiat  fiticli  ati  mldress  bad  evvr  ex.urt> 
'ed  :*  Ihi-i  boweser  was  not  wonderful,  la  men  a  hundrei 
Mud  tweiiti/.ttci)  yearn  old  ;  fortbe  luemoty  is  the  faciiliy 
WbkL  gehprally  dccn^'H  first  tbrougb  age :  but  it  is  reidlj 
quite  inlifving  to  see,  with  Mliat  condeBceusioo  then 
aged  Unilariiuis  liave  adapted  tbeir  style,  to  the  varying 
tftstuM  oflbc  several  gt-nerations  that  have  passed  away^ 
jiiice  tbey  addressed  Aueth  Ben  Aheth  ;  and  bow 
.yvtifyiug  must  it  be  to  every  lover  of  the  troth  to  leaT% 
on  the  high  authority  of  the  JWir  Testamevt  in  an  iar- 
prmed  i-ei^on,  icith  a  corrected  text,  and  notea  critical 
mnd  ejcplanatory,  that  thcMi  Unitarians  bare  retiuned 
all  tlieir  other  fajculticH  in  iuch  perrcctiua,  as  to  he  abl<^ 
when  Du  les«  than  one  hmidn»l  and  thirty-ei^U  yean 
old)  to  perform  what  Iboy  ventui'ed  not  to  pronuH  l 
In  tlieir  youtb :  Tbey  have  now  expunged  from  thg 
Cbriitian  Scnptarea  the  Trinitariaa  interpolatuMU,  and 
bcought  those  Scriptures  to  teach  that  faith  which,  ia 
their  address  to  the  Morocco  AmhaMador,  tbey  sa^  God 
bad  raised  up  Mahomet  to  defend  with  the  sword.  U 
the  Trinitarians  be  of  opinion,  that  the  preservatiiw  nl 
their  htAy  br^hren,  the  sainte  of  the  primtive  cAiircA  of 
Jermalem,  in  so  fiourisbing  a  state  as,  at  the  age  ai 
eighty,  to  be  able  to  teach  with  great  efiEbct,  be  any  proof 
f^  the  Catholick  doctrine  (and  if  this  be  not  tb^  opiiuon 
f^  the  Trinitarians,  it  is  not  easy  to  conceire  for  what 
purpose  a  calculation  was  made  by  Mr  BeUham  of 
the  age  of  their  holy  brethren),  bow  much  stnHigBr  is 
the  proof  of  the  Unitarian  doc^e,  from  tbe  pressrvatioB 

'  See  ike  fifteen^)  of  Ik  PrinUcr*!  ■Mtwl  KtieicC  IjKiiil  in  IV  flMfciJ, 


of  the  fellow.worfihippen  witti  the  Ambassador  of  Mo^ 
rocco,  in  a  state  so  floarishing  as,  at  the  more  advanced 
age  of  ONE  HuiTDRBD  AND  THmTT-EiGHT,  to  be  able  to  cor- 
rect  the  oaAcuss  of  God  with  great  effect ! 

If  the  extract  which  I  have  made  from  Mr  Belsham^s 
cof^tiiation  of  Bishop  Horsley,  be  of  any  importance  in 
the  Unitarian  controversy,  this  addition  which  I  have 
proposed  to  it,  is  of  so  much  greater  importance,  that  I 
really  expect  Mr  Belsham's  thanks  fw  having  su^est- 
ed  it :  if  its  effect  go  to  prove,  that  there  coold  be  no 
English  Unitarians  in  the  reign,  both  of  Charles  the  Se- 
cond and  of  George  the  Third ;  then  has  Mr  Belsham 
succeeded  in  proving,  that  there  coold  be  no  church  of 
Hebrew  Christians  at  PeUa  in  the  reign  of  Titus,  Mid 
afterwards  at  ^lia  in  the  reign  of  Adrian !  Or  should  it 
be  impossible,  as  I  think  it  is,  to  deny  that  there  were 
English  Unitarians  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second, 
then,  though  it  must  be  granted,  that  there  were  likewise 
Hebrew  Christians  at  Alia  under  a  Roman  bishop  in 
the  reign  of  Adrian,  I  have  at  least  deprived  the  Trini- 
tarians of  the  argument  which  they  might  draw  for  the 
truth  of  their  doctrine,  Arom  the  miraculous  preservation 
of  their  orthodox  Octogenaries,  and  have  transferred  that 
argument,  in  all  its  force,  to  the  English  Unitarians  of 
the  nineteenth  century. 

Of  the  remainder  of  Mr  Belsham's  arguments  againtft. 
Mosheim  and  the  Bishop,  1  confess  that  I  can  make  * 
nothing :  he  goes  over  the  same  ground  with  Dr  Priest- ' 
ley,  from  whom  he  occasionally  differs ;  but  these  diflfer- 
ences  certainly  add  nothing  to  the  force  of  the  Doctor's 
original  reasoning.    He  contrives  however  to  weaken 
the  Bishop's,  by  making  him  occasionally  say  what  he 
has  not  said,  and  quoting  partially  what  he  ha§ 
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lud  apon  tlioae  implicit  ticlievors,  the  Untfariuix,  itSa 
vil)  bave  as  good  ao  effect,  as  if  he  had  raiHed  the  cini> 
jcclures  and  arguinents  of  Dr  Priestley,  to  the  height  rf 
demonslralion  :  to  such  however,  whether  Triuitiuiau 
or  Unitariftns,  as  do  uot  rei>o8c  implicit  confidence  id  Mr 
BcUbam,  1  have  ualy  to  recommend  the  old  adage  audi 
alteram  partem  ;  and  if  they  pay  attenliou  to  it,  I  am 
QDder  no  appreheoAion  of  injury  to  my  father's  fair  fame 
from  tbi«  rade  alUck,  even  in  the  judgment  of  candid 
Coitariaas. 

The  man  who  can  burlesque  Die  Scriptures,  for  tba 
porpose  of  turning  into  ridicule  argumeutu  which  he 
doe«  not  fairly  state,  aud  cannot  answer ;  is  not,  1  hope, 
Ukely  long  to  retain  implicit  credit,  with  serioas  Chris- 
tians of  any  denomination. 

*'  Whether  the  easy  simplicity"  he  says,  '*of  theRo- 
man  magistratcB,  was  really  imposed  upon  by  the  spe- 
cious artifices  of  our  '  holy  brethren,' — or  whether  iheff 
good-nature,  at  the  hazard  of  incurring  the  Kmpcror's 
displeasure,  winked  at  the  pious  frauds, — or  fioally, 
«ince  hy  the  testimony  of  the  Bishop's  great  autfaori^, 
St  fipiphanias,  miracles  had  uot  yet  ceased  Id  the  Je- 
rasalem  church,  whether  their  eyes  mig/it  not  be  luide»  ao 
that  they  did  not  Jcnow  them, — does  not  appear."* 

To  the  admirers  of  the  improved  version  of  the  JVew 
Tutament,  this  may,  for  aught  that  1  know  to  ttie  coa- 
'  tnry,  appear  genuine  wit  and  sound  reasoning,  agunst 
the  poaaibUity  of  such  a  church  of  Hebrew  Christiam  u 
the  Bishop  ctmtends  for,  enjoying  the  privileges  of  the 
Allan  colony  ;  hut  those  who  do  not  admire  that  ver- 
■ioD,  will  probably  consider  such  a  ludicrous  i^plicatim 
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•f  one  of  the  proofs  of  Ghrist's  resurrection^  as  a  mere 
Bubtorfnge, — nay,  as  a  profane  artifice,  for  withholding 
the  reader's  attention  from  arguments^  which  Mr  Bel- 
sham  is  conscions  that  he  could  not  have  answered. 

But,  says  Mr  Belsham  in  the  words  of  his  master, 
^^  My  Lord the  foundations  of  yonr  church  of  Trini- 
tarian Jews  at  Jerusalem  (^lia)  after  the  time  of  Adri- 
an,  were  attempted  to  be  laid  on  the  grossest  calumny^ 
and  on  the  ruins  of  the  fitirest  character  that  Ghristiaa 
history  has  to  exhibit ;  and  therefore  they  could  expect 
no  better  fate,  than  to  be^  overturned  for  ever."* 

Fow^ationalaid  in  tliis  manner,  certainly  deserve  no 

better  Tate  than  to  be  ^overturned  for  ever ;"  but  how 

comes  Origen  to  be  such  a  favourite  with  the  present  race 

of  Unitarians,  that  liis  character  should  be  deemed  fairer 

than  the  character  even^  of  Christ  Jesus  P  According  to 

the  creed  of  Dr  Priestley  and  Mr  Belsham,  Jesus  and 

Origen  were  both  men,  and  nothing  more  than  men ;  the 

characters  of  both  are  exhibited  in  Christian  history ;  and 

here  we  are  solemnly  told,  that  the  character  of  Origen 

is  the  fairest  which  that  history  has  ta  exhibit  I  That 

Origen  was  a  man  of  great  talents  and  of  most  extensive 

erudition,  is  universally  admitted  ^  but  that  lie  asserted 

at  one  time  the  veiy  reverse  of  what  he  had  taught  at 

another,  and  was,  in  controversy,  more  earnest  to  van* 

quish  his  antagonist  than  to  maintain  the  truth,  without 

being  very  scrupulous  about  the  means  by  whiolr  the 

victory  was  to  be  gained ;  is  known  to  all  who  know  any 

thing  of  his  writings :  of  all  this.  Bishop  Horsley  has 

given  specimens  from  his  works,  and  1  shall  add  anothet 

from  Dr  Cave,  because  Gave  was  one  of  his  most  learn- 
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ed  and  anient  ajimirers,  and  lias  made,  peiliaps.  Ibcbc^ 

»pok»sy  possible  for  hU  tergiversation  in  controversy. 

«  Whilst  Origen  coutionwl  at  Alboua,  (wliich  waa  nol 
long]  he  returned  an  answer  tu  a  letter  which  he  had 
received  from  J«i(iw  .Vi-tcanit*  concerning  the  bistoiyrf  1 
Siuanna,  which  .^/HcaBiM,  by  iibort,  but  very  furcibU 
arguments.*  maiDiaioed  In  be  a  ffcUtioiu  and  spuriouf 
relaliun  :  Origen  undertook  the  case,  and  juetified  the  i 
•tory  to  be  linccre  and  genuine,  but  by  argument^ 
Vhkli  ratlier  manifest  the  acuteneaa  of  his  parU  thaa 
the  gfHidnpM  ofhitt  caune  ;  and  clearly  show,  bow  much 
men,  of  the  greatest  learning  aud  abilities  are  ^  to  it, 
«h«i  engaged  to  uphold  a  weak  side,  whick  am  mt 
truth  of  ita  otcn  to  support  it."\ 

The  leatucd  biographer  attribnlea  this  div^vd  <rf 
tnilb  io  controvcriy,  to  Origeu'o  delight  ja  ucnaon^ 
iWbtcb  led  him  according  to  bis  apolofpst  lo  Pbotiiu  to 
Vrite  and  «ay  mauy  thiugt  yu/^KtffJni  X'''f"  wbich,  in  bb 
cooler  and  more  conBidering  moments^  he  woaU  not 
have  advaiKed ;  and  this  again  he  attributes  to  the  h* 
tural  ardoar  of  bis  mind,  impelling  him  to  write  mi  • 
variety  of  subjects  which  he  had  not  f AonnfgAfji  ttudiei^ 
and  to  hia  attachment  to  the  philosophy  of  his  age,  d 
which  the  very  essence  was  the  spirit  of  disputation.  Of 
any  thing  more  than  this,  fiiehop  Horsley  has  not  accn* 
led  Origen. — He  has  uot  iosinaated,  that  he  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to,  at  leasts  as  moch  credit  as  either 


*  Tke  pibrtince  of  tbeie  RrgonmiU,  vhich  ue  iadeed  njUDiwenble,  loaj  hu 
(MB  ht  Cate**  HUfria  LiUrari4t,  in  ttM  ■bort  biognphiul  MooDnt  of  JolM 
AtriuBiu. 

t  CiK'tliMtortlicPitlicn,  roarth edition,  folio,  p.  119. 

t  Vfta'it  fortUtondaet  thmlDr  Priettlcj  oovdercdtbe  chineter  of  Oriem  M 
the  filrm  that  Chrktiui  hiilory  hu  to  eihibil?  It  i*  eonduct  id  which  Ik  Umadf 
ccriunljr  iBiUtcd  the  Inunod  ud  vitnamsntbjttr  of  Aleiudna. 


litias^  Bpiphanias^  or  Jerome^,  had  he^  like  them^ 
been  coolly  writing  history  or  criticisms  on  the  Old 
Testament ;  bnt  the  Bishop  has  accused  him^  of  mis-^ 
representing  facts  through  design  or  inattention,  when 
writing  controversy ;  and  f  am  afraid  that  such  an  accu- 
sation, might  be  brought  against  zealous  controvertists 
in  every  age* 

Thus  Dr  Buchanan  in  his  zeal,  a  laudable  zeal  cer- 
tainly, to  have  Christian  missionaries  sent  into  our  do- 
minions in  the  East,  has  said  in  some  of  his  late  wri- 
tings ;  that  missbnaries  of  all  denominations,  live  in 
perfect  harmony  with,  each  other  in  India,  and  know  not 
those  distinctions  which  are  the  sources  of  dissension 
among  Ghristians  in  Europe*  Nay,  he  says  that  even 
the  distinotions  between  Papists  and  Protestants  are,  in 
the  Bast,  considered  as  sectarian ;  the  only  controversy 
there,  being  betwaen.  the  tme  QoA'  and  an  idoL  Odier* 
again,  who  have  come  finosi  India  as  well  as  he,  who 
have  had  the  same  opportunities  of  making  observations, 
and  of  whose  aeid^fisr' religion  there  appears  to  bene 
room  for  doubt,  ^ve  a^vin^  diflferent  account,  of  the  light 
in  which  the  various  missionaries  view  one  another  in 
the  East ;  and  represent  the  preaching  of  unsent  enthu* 
■iasts^  as  in  the  highest  degree  prejudicial  to  the  propa* 
gation  of  genuine  Christianity.  Which  of  these  accounti 
are  we  to  believe  ?  Probably  neither  of  them  to  its  full 
extent ;  for  the  authom  of'  both^  have  each  a  favourite 
object  in  view,  as  Origen  bad  in  his  controven^  with 
Celsus}  and  these  4ibjects  have  got  such  complete  pos- 
session of  theb  respective  minds,  as  to  make  thm  view, 
through  different  mediums  the  very  same  matters  of  fiuii^ 
or  overlook  those  facts  entirely.  That  the  distinction 
between  Papists  and  Protestants  is  well  known  in  the 
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East,  wid  deemed  of  great  importiDce,  Dr  BucliaotO 
bimsclf  lias  funiUked  complete  proof,  in  tlie  accoani 
which  he  pvcs  of  Uie  Syrian  ChrisUans  ;•  thwigb,  like 
Origen  iii  hia  book  agaiust  Celsus,  be  has  exprewied 
himself  so  very  differenlly  withio  the  compass  of  oou 
small  volume. 

Bveu  Mr  BeUhatn  himself  is  not  free  from  this  weak- 
ness, to  which  controvertiBts  of  every  description  are  in- 
deed  very  liable  :  though  I  am  as  far  from  suspecting 
turn  of  a  diitrcgard  to  truth  in  general,  as  my  Calhcr  vtu 
of  suspecting  Origen  of  such  a  disregard,  it  is  imposti- 
ble  to  doubt  but,  that  in  the  lieat  of  controversy  he  has,  i 
through  inattention  no  doubt,  asserted  at  least  one  false- 
hood as  notorious  as  that  of  which  the  Bishop  accused 
Origeo — lo  his  zeal  to  degrade  the  Son  of  God,  ftwai 
Ifae  dignity  of  the  Creator  lo  the  rank  of  a  mete  mui  i& 
I  0ie  creation,  he  finds  the  epithet  /tntyintf  which  is  appU- 
'  ed  to  him  by  St  John,  so  much  in  his  way,  that  to  gei 
lid  of  it,  he  supposes  it  to  he  employed  by  that  apostle 
in  no  other  sense,  than  as  equivalent  to  iya.in(\*tt  which 
he  boldly  affinnt  does  xof  ocatr  t«  8t  John.  As  he  is 
one  of  the  aatbors  of  the  improved  veruon,  we  caoDot 
suspect  bim  of  having  never  read  the  ori^al,  or  of  hav. 
ing  read  it  with  so  little  attention,  as  to  have  totally 
overlooked  any  thing  of  importance  which  it  contains  ; 
we  can  only  suppose,  that  his  mind  was  so  completely 
occupied  by  the  object  of  the  controversy  in  which  he 
Was  engaged  with  the  celebrated  Dr  Clarke,  as  to  make 
'  him  lose  sight  at  the  iostant,  of  at  least  six  different  sen- 
tences^ in  which  Bt  John  employs  the  word  cycn^vr  ia 

*  See  hb  ChriKiMi  BcKtnhe*  in  A>ik 


tbe  sense  io  which  it  is  commoDly  employed  by  othei^ 
Greek  writers.* 

Having  discussed  the  questions  agitated  by  Mr  Bel* 
sham,  concerning  the  veracity  of  Origen,  and  the  exist* 
ence  of  a  church  of  Jewish  Christians  at  JBlia ;  the  ques« 
tion  respecting  the  sra  of  the  epistle  of  Barnabas^  the 
only  thing  remaining  on  which  he  has  chosen  to  enter  _. 
ihe  lists  with  Bishop  Horsley,  will  be  easily  disposed  of, 

yiV  hoever  has  paid  to  the  Bishop's  Tracts  that  atteni 
tion^  to  which  the  questions  discussed  in  them  have  so 
powerful  a  claim  from  every  Christian  ;  must  be  aware^ 
that  tbe  epistle  of  Barnabas  was  quoted,  merely  as  evi- 
dence of  the  faith  of  the  first  Hebrew  Christians ;  and 
until  I  met  with  Mr  Belsham's  book,  I  did  not  think  it 
possible  that  any  man  could  have  insinuated,  that  the 
Bishop  had  attributed  to  that  epistle  any  authority,  to 
which  even  an  apocryphal  book,  written  with  no  obvi- 
ously wicked  intention,  may  not  be  justly  entitled.  Mr 
Belsham  does  not  directly  charge  him  with  having  at- 
tributed to  it  any  undue  authority ;  but  the  manner  in 
which  he  labours  to  set  aside  its  evidence,  must  lead  the 
unthinking  multitude  who  have  never  looked  into  the 
Bishop's  Tracts,  to  imagine^  that  he  considers  it  as  the 
work  of  an  inspired  apostle. 

^^  The  venerable  Archdeacon  (says  Mr  Belsham)  hav- 
ing pledged  himself  to  prove,  that  the  divinity  of  our 
JLord  was  the  belief  of  the  very  first  Christians,  appeals 


*  See  the  Britith  Critiek  for  January  1818,  to  whkh  I  am  indebted  for  pointing 
OQt  to  me  this  bltinder»  as  Mosheim  pouted  out  to  mj  father  the  passages  in  Salpi- 
tias  and  Epiphanint.  I  hope  howeTer,  that  eTen  Mr  Belsham  win  give  me  eredit 
for  having  soosnited  mj  Greek  Testament  myself,  though  I  admit,  that  it  is  at  least 
as  probable  that  I  should  hafe  relied  with  implieit  eonfidenee  on  the  British  Critiek, 
aa  that  Bishop  Horslej  relied  with  impliett  oonfideiiee  on  the  Chamellor  of  the 
Unifenitj  of  Gottiogeo. 
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It  does  flOy  if  by  the  word  impeaches  Mr  BeUham 
mean  challenges  :*  Dr  Priestley  mighti  in  this  sense^ 
impeach  any  testimony  whatever — even  the  testimony  of 
ihe  apostles,  that  they  ^<  had  eaten  and  drunk  with  Je- 
sus of  Nasareth  after  he  rose  from  the  dead :''  and  Mr 
Belsham,  if  it  seemed  good  to  him,  might  have  joined  ia 
that  impeachment ;  but  he  would  claim  to  himself  and 
his  master,  a  degree  of  deference  which  surely  is  not  due 
to  them,  were  he  to  expect  even  Unitarians  to  admit,  on 
their  bare  impeachment  unsupported  by  proof,  that  the 
apostles  were  false  witnesses !  Just  so  it  is  in  the  present 
case  with  respect  to  the  testimony  of  Barnabas :  he  may^ 

or  may  not  be  a  false  witness ;  but  as  the  Bishop  did  not 
expect  the  publick  to  believe  on  his  avln  ifn  that  Bama* 
has  bears  testimony  to  the  faith  of  the  very  first  Gfaris- 
tians  in  the  divinity  of  our  Lord,  so  neither  will  the 
publick  believe  Barnabas  to  be  a  false  witness,  on  the 
impeachment  of  his  veracity  by  Dr  Priestley  and  Mr 
Belsham !  It  would  be  very  unjust  however  to  the  me« 
mory  of  Dr  Priestley,  not  to  apprise  my  readers,  that  he 
expects  from  the  publick  no  such  implicit  confidence,  in 
what  Mr  Belsham  calls  his  impeachment  of  the  testimo- 
ny of  Bamalms :  he  assigns  his  reasons,  not  for  tm« 
peaching  that  testimony  (which  he  does  not)  but  for  con- 
tending, that  it  will  by  no  means  bear  the  stress  that  his 
antagonist  had  laid  upon  it ;  and  to  be  satisfied  whether 
those  reasons  have  any  validity,  the  reader  has  only  to 
compare  them  with  Dr  Horsley's  reply  in  this  volume«f 
Mr  Belsham  himself  seems  to  have  instantly  discover* 


*  See  JoliiiMm'i  OiotioRary  anderthe  word  Impiacb. 

f  See  the  eighth  of  Dr  llonley*!  Letters  to  Dr  VnetOidj,  the 
ley's  teeond  leriei  of  Letters  to  Dr  Horsley,  and  Part  I.  seet  £,  3,  of  Dr  Horilej's 
Rcmiurks  on  Dr  PrieiUe v's  Seoond  Letters  to  the  Arehdeaeoo  of  St  AlbMi*a. 
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edy  fbftt  hit  mode  of  impeaching  ancient  testimoniefl  k 
not  alone  raflBcient  to  iestraif  ihemf  he  proceeds  tberefim 
fo  give  an  answer  ^^sHU  mare  miiufaetorf^  be  says,  from 
the  learned  Jeremiah  Jones,  and  begins  with  correcting 
some  mistakes  into  which  Dr  Horsley  had  fallen,  with 
respect  to  that  gentleman's  pedigree  and  private  history* 
What  this  has  to  do  with  the  question  at  issue  aboat  the 
deference  doe  to  the  testimony  of  St  Barnabas^  or  criT  the 
author  assuming  that  name,  1  confess  myself  unable  to 
imagine.  We  are  next  informed,  that  Mr  Jones  was 
the  relation  and  pupil  of  tlie  very  learned  Samuel  Jones, 
who  was  also  tutor  to  Dr  Lardner,  Maddoz  bishop  of 
Worcester^  Butler  bishop  of  Durham,  Seeker  archbishop 
of  Ganterbuiy,  and  Dr  Samuel  Chandler,  <<  many  years, 
the  able  and  admired  pastor  of  the  highly  respedaUe 
Presbyterian  congregation  of  the  Old  Jewry/'* 

This  is  somewhat  more  to  the  purpose,  as  it  shows 
that  Jeremiah  Jones  had  the  best  opportunity  of  being 
well  educated  :  and  I  have  not  a  douijt^  but  that  be  de- 
rived every  advantage  which  could  be  derived,  from 
the  tutor  of  so  many  emineut  men :  still,  the  circum- 
stance of  Mr  Jones  having  been  well  educated,  does 
Bot  tend  in  the  smallest  degree  to  destroy  the  evidence 
given  in  tlie  epistle  of  Barnabas,  that  the  divinity  of 
our  Lord  was  the  belief  of  the  first  Christians  :  Seeker, 
and  Butler,  and  Maddox,  and  Chandler,  were  all  con- 
vinced that  the  "  divinity  of  our  Lord  was  the  belief  of 
the  very  first  Christians  ;  and  since  they  were  all  educa- 
ted by  the  same  tutor,  and  all  possessed  of  eminent  abili- 
ties,  why  should  not  we  pay  as  much  deference  to  their 
judgment  as  to  the  judgment  of  Jeremiah  Jones  ?  The 


*  Beliham,  p.  441. 
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evidence  possessed  by  as^  of  what  was  the  belief  of  the 
first  Ghristians  will  lose  aomething^  I  do  not  think  muck, 
but  it  will  lose  something  of  its  weight,  if  the  testimony 
of  Barnabas  be  set  aside ;  and  no  orthodox  Christian  ^  ill 
allow  it  to  be  set  aside  without  proof,  by  the  ipse  dixit  of 
Mr  Jones,  merely  because  he  was  a  man  of  learning,  and 
the  fellow  pupil  of  three  eminent  English  bishops^  of 
one  very  learned  Socinian^  and  of  one  eminent  Presby* 
terian  divine ! 

Mr  Belsbam  seems  to  be  aware  of  this,  and  therefiwe 
gives,  in  the  following  words,  the  answer  supplied  by  the 
learned  Jeremiah  Jones,  which  he  says  is  still  more 
eatisfiictory,  than  tlie  impeachment  of  the  testimony  of 
Barnabas  by  himself  and  Dr  Priestley* 

^^  In  the  second  volume  of  his  admirable  treatise  on 
the  canon  of  Scripture,  ri^poblished  a  few  years  ago  by 
the  University  of  Oxfonl,  Part  IIL  cb.  87,  after  a  very 
full  and  impartial  inquiry  into  the  subject,  Mr  June0 
estates  it  as  bis  opinion^  which  he  substantiates  by  abun- 
dant evidence,  that  the  epistle  wag  written,  not  by  Bar* 
nabas  nor  by  any  other  Jew,  but  by  some  person  who 
was  originally  a  pagan  idolater;  that  it  is  an  apochryphal 
book,  and  was  never  read  in  the  churches  till  the  time 
of  Jerome  ;  that  it  contains  many  assertions  which  are 
absolutely  false,  and  a  great  number  of  trifling,  silly^ 
and  idle  things :  and  upon  the  whole,  he  concludes  from 
its  having  been  cited  only  by  Clemens  AlexaMdrinus 
and  Origenj*  that  R  was  forged  at  Alexandria ;  and 
because  there  are  so  many  pious  fmuds  in  it,  that  it  was 


*  That  it  was  eite<I  hy  other  aneient  wrk«rt  heAIet  Clemeni  and  Origen,  ihm 
reader  may  easily  tatisfy  himielf  by  pemnng  the  Veterum  Vettimania  de  Jiput9la 
St  JBarnabit,  prefixed  to  Coteleriits*!  cdttifm  of  the  apostolical  fathers. 


tiie  forgery  of  wme  such  person  as  corrupted  tlie  boolu 
itftlie  BvbiU,  and  that  it  waa  written  about  tbc  middle 
of  ihe  second  century."* 

But  all  tliis  19  only  the  opinion  of  Mr  Jooea,  aod 
learned  as  I  doubt  not  be  was,  1  am  not  hound,  nor  i» 
tfae  publick  bound  to  adopt  Ms  optuions  without  proof^ 
io  preference  to  the  opinions  of  those  who  thiuk.  differ- 
•titty  of  the  cpialle  of  Barnabas :  that  (be  epistle  contains 
■everal  trivial,  eilly.  and  idle  Ibingn,  and  nts  not  writ* 
ten  by  Barnabas  the  apostle,  was  the  opinion  of  Bi&bop 
llorsley  as  well  as  or  Mr  Jones :  and  the  Bi<t)top  aaoignf 
the  reasons  on  which  his  opinion  was  founded  :  but  that 
the  epistle  h  Ihe  work  of  some  apostolical  writer,  and 
DO  forgery  of  a  converted  heathen  about  the  middle  of' 
the  second  century,  is  the  joint  opinion  of  Bishop  Hots' 
I  ley  and  Dr  Prirslloy:!  uuw,  throwing  the  6i&bop*s 
icpinton  out  of  the  scale,  whether  is  the  opinion  of  the 
^ilearned  Jrremiah  Jones,  or  of  the  learned  Dr  Joseph 
Priestley  to  preponderate  on  this  occasion  P  If  Mr  Bel- 
riiam  think  that  two  such  names  must  keep  the  baUoce 
in  equipoise,  what  is  to  happen  when  we  throw  ioto  the 
Doctor's  scale,  the  opinions  ni  Archbishop  Wake,  Br 
Gave,  Cotelerins,  and  Bishop  Pearson,];  whose  opinioo 
alone  is,  on  questions  of  this  sort,  of  greater  weight  Uuui 
(he  opinions  of  twenty  Jones's  and  of  as  many  Bel- 
shams,  of  greater  weight  indeed  than  the  opinion  of  any 
other  modem,  with  whose  writings  I  am  at  all  ac- 


•  Bebhun,  p.Mt. 

t  See  UiB  Efth  nclion  oT  Dr  PrieHlej'a  Hutors  nf  llu  Declrine  t/Mmtemmt, 
in  hii  Jpp€al  la  tit  nrina  firo/emri  of  Ciriiliatati/,  and  the  eighth  of  Dr  Ilorv 
lej*!  Letten  in  Ihe  prceeding  Traeti. 

4  Thn  prodig;  of  leuniiig  njra,  (Lest.  II.  in  let.  App.  4  10.)  Namo  eerie  hiit 
([Teteruiii)  qui  hkns  epidoUm  Banuha  Don  tribuerit,  neque  In  e«  quidqaam  »(>- 
paret,  quod  cam  ntalem  son  fent 


APPENDIX.  000 

quainted.  But  fhey  are  not  modem  opinions  only^  that 
mast  be  thrown  into  the  scale  of  Bishop  Horsley  and 
Dr  Priestley. 

Origen  himself^  ^^  the  fairest  character  which  Christian 
history  has  to  exhibit/'  quotes  this  epistle,  not  barely  as 
the  writing  of  some  apostolical  men,  but  as  the  genuine 
writing  of  the  apostle  whose  name  it  bears  :  in  answer 
to  an  objection  which  Celsus  puts  into  the  mouth  of  his 
Jew,  to  the  characters  of  those  whom  our  Lord  called  to 
the  apostleship,  that  they  were  infamaus  tcretchesy  pub- 
licans  and  fishermen ;  Origen,  after  observing  that  Gel* 
8U8  seems  willing  enough  to  believe  the  writings  of  the 
evangelists,  when  they  furnish  matter  for  detraction,  but 
not  in  matters  of  importance,  least  he  should  be  obliged 
to  confess  the  Divinity  openly  preached  in  their  writings^ 

adds — riyfOLi/lai  W  Ir  Tw  BaffdSa  KoiS«xix?  'E^rwtxw  (H^  i 
KtMoc  x«6«r  ra^oL  tlTrif^  tTfat  iinf^rfj^t  x«|    voriffora7vc  ric 

dfo/ifaf  OfOjiAt/lifMC*  K«l  if  tq  uayyihSQ  %i  ra  xala,  Aot/xar  fifo^f 
9rf07  TOf  ly^r  h  TLirfOfy    E^txOt  ceV  f^v,  ojt  imf  ajAotflahif  tt//it 

That  the  epistle  of  Barnabas  which  is  here  cited  by 
Origen,  is  the  epistle  which  Messrs  Jones  and  fielsham 
think  unworthy  of  all  credit,  is  unquestionable ;  for  the 
very  words  quoted,  are  in  the  fifth  chapter  of  that  epistle 
published  by  Gotelerius :  It  is  true  Barnabas  adds,  that 
our  Lord  chose  for  his  apostles  the  greatest  of  sinners, 

and  Origen,  after  citing  several  passages  from  8t  Luke 
and  Ht  Paul,  acknowledging  the  apostles  to  have  been 
great  sinners,  assigns  a  similar  reason,  for  our  Lord 


Vid.  Grig.  flOQtn  Celgam,  lib.  I.  p.  49.  ed.  CanUb.  1051 
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mm  of  the  New  Testament :  bat  from  these  specimens 
€i  his  literature  and  powers  of  reasoning,  it  seems  not 
too  much  to  say,  that  he  is  at  least  as  inferior  to  Dr 
Priestley,  as  1  readily  acknowledge  myself  to  be  to  Bi- 
shop Uorsley :  Dr  Priestley,  as  the  Bishop  always  de- 
clared, was,  in  the  departments  of  physical  science,  to 
ivhich  he  had  devoted  his  attention,  a  great  man,  though 
he  had  no  pretensions  to  superiority  as  a  Greek  scholar^ 
or  a  Scripture  critick :  there  may  be  departments  in 
science,  in  which  Mr  Belsham  too  is  great ;  but  what 
they  are  I  have  not  heard  :  1  have  therefore  treated  him 
ivithout  ceremony ;  though  I  trust  that  1  have  never  ex« 
pressed  myself  in  lane;nage  unworthy  of  a  gentleman  w 
a  Christian. — If  1  acknowledge  that  1  have  sometimes 
felt  it  difficult  to  repress  my  indignation,  and  that  I 
have  treated  with  ridicule  what,  being  unsupported  by 
argument,  admits  not  of  an  argumentative  reply ;  I  am 
persuaded,  that  by  the  candid  part  of  the  publick,  I 
shall  be  foi^iven  ;  and  the  sentiments  of  Mr  Belsham 
himself,  will  give  me  no  concern.    TiV  ^ovfifo^  km  rin  rJflw 

t/  9ro7ft  wiwffiXTai.  fifi  fitKoifAi  I  itliifir  1%  Ti^  ayaGvc  xoti  Tir%ti 
fityafxfic  €c  r}/lo  uoflaalaltif-  yivoijo  fAot  ri^i^tt  fXti/GlfM  ^criVOac 
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